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Abstract

The Liberty System Pilot Program operationalises a rights-anchored, architecture-level
model of public-sector coordination across two contrasting jurisdictions: Canada and the
United Kingdom. It evaluates whether a structurally coherent 15-layer subset of the Liberty
System can remain stable under real-world complexity, maintain cross-agency alignment,
and generate measurable institutional-resilience patterns. The pilot assesses tri-branch
routing, rights-tier compliance, case-flow consistency, and the behaviour of the 9,
resilience construct under variable caseload and policy conditions. The study contributes
to digital-governance scholarship by examining architecture-level reform through empirical
observation rather than theoretical projection, generating the first formal evidence base for
national expansion and multilateral applicability.

1. Introduction

Contemporary governance systems increasingly operate under conditions of structural
complexity, institutional fragmentation, and systemic risk. Digital transformation, cross-
jurisdictional coordination, and the growing interdependence of economic, social, and
environmental domains have placed pressure on governance architectures originally
designed for more bounded policy environments. While substantial scholarship has
examined digital tools, administrative reform, and policy outcomes, less attention has
been paid to the behaviour of governance systems at the architectural level: how
institutional design choices shape coherence, accountability, and rights protection under
real operating conditions.

This article addresses that gap by presenting an empirical pilot evaluation of a rights-
anchored, multi-layer governance architecture referred to here as The Liberty System.
Rather than assessing a specific technology, policy programme, or service intervention, the
pilot examines whether an integrated constitutional and administrative design can
maintain structural coherence, rights compliance, and institutional stability across
heterogeneous jurisdictions. The focus is therefore on system behaviour, not policy
performance.

The pilot is situated within public-administration and digital-governance scholarship
concerned with whole-of-government coordination, institutional resilience, and the rule of
law in complex administrative environments. Existing research has highlighted the risks of
siloed decision-making, executive over-concentration, and rights erosion in digitally
mediated governance systems, particularly where accountability mechanisms lag behind
technological and organisational change. This study responds by testing an architecture



explicitly designed to distribute authority, embed rights constraints, and preserve oversight
across institutional layers.

Methodologically, the pilot adopts a comparative, architecture-level approach, examining
how the system performs under real administrative conditions in two common-law
jurisdictions. Rather than relying on abstract modelling or normative argument alone, the
analysis evaluates observable structural indicators—such as routing coherence, rights-tier
enforcement, and institutional load balancing—to assess whether the architecture
behaves as intended when exposed to jurisdictional variation and operational stress.

The contribution of this article is therefore empirical and structural. It demonstrates how
governance architectures grounded in constitutional principles can be evaluated in
practice, offering evidence relevant to debates on digital governance design, institutional
accountability, and rights-preserving system coordination. By focusing on architecture
rather than implementation detail, the pilot provides a basis for assessing how governance
systems can remain coherent, resilient, and rights-compliantin increasingly complex
administrative contexts.

2. Background and Rationale
2.1 Structural Fragmentation in Public Administration

Many public-service domains requiring multi-agency cooperation exhibit escalating
fragmentation as cases move through separate institutional pathways. Fragmentation
arises from:

o divergent organisational mandates,
e incompatible eligibility rules,

¢ mismatched data systems,

e asynchronous processing timelines,
o different legal obligations,

e andinconsistent rights protections.

When combined, these factors produce decision incoherence, duplication, and failure
cascades. Research in digital governance and administrative coordination consistently
finds that system-level failures emerge not from isolated errors within agencies but from
interaction failures between them. Traditional reforms often target processes, software



platforms, or inter-agency agreements, but these do not change the underlying
architecture driving fragmentation.

The Liberty System takes an architecture-first approach, treating public administration as a
layered, computationally structured system. It asserts that coherence must be encoded
into the structure itself—into the routing logic, rights constraints, and cross-branch
equilibrium—rather than relying on post-hoc coordination mechanisms. The pilot tests
whether this architectural logic remains intact under the pressures of real caseload
behaviour.

2.2 The 81-Layer Model and the 15-Layer Activation Subset

The complete Liberty System architecture spans 81 layers organised into a multi-level
structure built around:

e tri-branch workflow logic,

e the Universal Rights Framework,

e the Union-of-Five coordination structure,

e and layered audit and oversight constraints.

However, the pilot activates only 15 layers. These layers form the smallest computationally
complete subset capable of sustaining coherent routing, maintaining rights-tier
compliance, and generating &, stability values. The choice to activate only 15 layers
reflects two considerations:

1. Operational feasibility for municipal and regional public-service providers.

2. Structural sufficiency, ensuring the architecture can be meaningfully evaluated
without full implementation.

This subset reflects the architecture’s fractal design: each layer cluster preserves the
essential relationships and equilibrium properties of the full system. If the architecture is
internally coherent, the 15-layer subset should produce stable and predictable behaviour.

2.3 Why Canada and the United Kingdom?

The pilot is intentionally cross-jurisdictional. Canada and the United Kingdom differ across
several dimensions relevant to governance architecture:

e Canada has a more decentralised multi-level government structure.

e The UKretains centralised administrative authority for many domains.



e Data governance legislation differs significantly.

e Homelessness and mental-health service structures vary.

e« Immigration processing systems operate under different constitutional constraints.
e Digital maturity and local autonomy differ across regions.

These differences create an opportunity to examine whether a universal architecture can
preserve structural invariance across divergent environments. A rights-anchored
governance model must be adaptable to local contexts while remaining internally
consistent at the architectural level. The pilot tests the architecture’s interoperability and
adaptability under real policy, cultural, and administrative variance.

2.4 Relevance to Digital Governance Scholarship

Digital governance literature increasingly recognises the need for architecture-level
solutions. Traditional process or technology reforms struggle to address coordination
failures inherent to fragmented systems. Recent international assessments highlight
persistent gaps in:

e cross-agency integration,

¢ policy-to-operations alignment,

e rights assurance in digital systems,

e multi-domain workflows,

e andresilience under caseload turbulence.

The Liberty System contributes to this discourse by proposing a structured, mathematically
defined architecture capable of embedding rights, consistency, and equilibrium directly
into institutional behaviour. Article 4 provides empirical examination of this architecture,
enabling its comparison with existing models in digital governance, multi-agency
coordination, and systems resilience.

3. Pilot Purpose and Research Questions

The pilot evaluates whether the Liberty System’s architecture behaves as predicted under
real-world complexity, with specific emphasis on high-failure domains. These include:

e homelessness services,

e addiction and recovery pathways,



¢ mental-health interventions,
e andimmigration case management.

These domains were chosen because they routinely involve multi-agency coordination and
are characterised by high variation, incomplete information, inconsistent decisions, and
nonlinear escalation. They represent ideal test conditions for evaluating the structural
behaviour of a governance architecture.

The pilot addresses four research questions:
RQ1:

Does the 15-layer subset maintain architectural coherence under heterogeneous
administrative conditions?

RQ2:
Does tri-branch routing reduce contradictory decisions and mitigate escalation patterns?
RQ3:

Does the §, resilience index produce consistent, interpretable signals that reflect real
system behaviour?

RQ4:

Is the architecture transferable across jurisdictions with different legal frameworks,
organisational cultures, and digital capacities?

These questions shape the methodological framework, measurement strategy, and cross-
regional comparison.

4. Governance Structure of the Pilot

The pilot employs a four-tier governance model to ensure methodological integrity, legal
compliance, and rights preservation:

4.1 Operational Governance

Responsible for frontline execution, staff workflows, intake and triage processes, and
adherence to activation protocols.

4.2 Technical Governance

Oversees data integrity, 8, calibration, anomaly detection, and cross-system integration.



4.3 Rights and Oversight Governance

Ensures alignment with the Universal Rights Framework, performs rights-tier audits, and
supervises deviation-handling and complaint resolution.

4.4 Independent Evaluation

Conducts arm’s-length monitoring and validates methodological transparency and
compliance with international research standards.

The governance structure reflects the functional separation-of-powers model and ensures
that operational decisions, technical calibration, and rights assurance remain independent
yet structurally coherent.

5. Architecture and Layer Activation

The Liberty System architecture is composed of 81 layers configured to maintain
coherence across distributed decision environments. These layers form a structured,
rights-anchored model that embeds equilibrium through tri-branch routing, cross-domain
synchronisation, and rights-tier enforcement. The full architecture includes legislative
harmonisation structures, fiscal-integration layers, sovereign-level alignment, complex
audit chains, and higher-order redundancy mechanisms. However, not all layers are
required to evaluate whether the system’s core structural logic functions under real
conditions.

The pilot activates a 15-layer subset representing the minimum viable configuration
necessary to test:

e structural equilibrium,

e rights-tier compliance,

e tri-branch routing,

e cross-agency alighment,

e multi-domain workflow coherence,
e and d, resilience behaviour.

These 15 layers are selected based on their ability to model the architecture’s fundamental
properties without requiring activation of layers whose function depends on national or
multilateral deployment.



5.1 Structural Principles Underlying the 15-Layer Subset
The selected 15 layers maintain the system’s essential invariants:

1. Tri-Branch Routing
Every case moves through three parallel but synchronised branches:

o Stabilisation,
o Intervention,

o Structural Remediation.
Tri-branch routing maintains equilibrium by preventing unilateral divergence
within the workflow.

2. Union-of-Five Coordination
The five coordination domains—housing, health, social supports,
documentation/identity, and community stability—ensure that the system
maintains functional breadth without unnecessary complexity. These domains
serve as the structural equivalents of the full-system stabilisation units.

3. Rights-Tier Embedding
Every decision point in the activated layers is constrained by the Universal Rights
Framework. This ensures all case progression aligns with pre-defined rights
protections regardless of jurisdiction, agency, or operator.

4. d, Stability Measurement
The architecture generates resilience values when cases propagate through the
layers. These values indicate alighment or instability within the system’s structural
logic.

The 15-layer cluster therefore reflects the architecture’s minimal computationally stable
form. If this subset fails to maintain equilibrium or predictable behaviour, full-scale
deployment would not be feasible.

5.2 Rationale for Excluding Certain Layers

The pilot intentionally leaves many layers dormant. These include:
e sovereign-level harmonisation,
o legislative-integration mechanisms,
e upper-tier fiscal alignment,

e long-horizon audit chains,



e international coordination structures,
¢ automation-restriction modules for advanced Al governance,
e and multilateral interoperability layers.

Activating these layers in a limited-scope pilot would create obligations beyond the
capacity of local authorities and would introduce dependencies on national legislation.
The dormant layers do not interfere with the active operational cluster; this is enforced
through strict architectural constraints preventing upward dependency bleed-through.
Ensuring that dormant structures do not influence active layers is essential, as premature
activation could distort &, readings or produce legal inconsistencies.

The 15-layer subset is therefore intentionally self-contained. It behaves as a structurally
complete subsystem, enabling the experimental isolation of architectural performance.

6. Operational Workflow

The operational workflow defines how cases move through the 15-layer architecture. It
structures the logic through which tri-branch routing, rights enforcement, and cross-
agency coordination occur. Although the underlying computational model is complex, the
operational workflow is designed to be interpretable to frontline staff and managers.

6.1 Workflow Stages
The workflow consists of six primary stages:
Stage 1: Intake and Triage

Frontline teams capture initial case information, validate rights baselines, and classify
immediate needs. This stage establishes the case’s structural position in the system and
initiates the routing sequence.

Stage 2: Needs Alignment

The case is mapped to the Union-of-Five equivalents. Needs categories across housing,
health, identity, social supports, and community stability are harmonised to form a
coherent case profile.

Stage 3: Service Routing

Tri-branch routing assigns each case to three parallel pathways. The system ensures that
these routes remain synchronised, preventing divergence between stabilisation tasks,
intervention requirements, and long-term structural needs.



Stage 4: Coordination and Coupling

Multi-agency actions are aligned. This stage is critical because fragmentation often occurs
when agencies operate on inconsistent timelines or conflicting mandates. Coordination
layers enforce internal agreement between participating institutions.

Stage 5: Stability Assessment (5, Evaluation)

The architecture calculates o, values based on observed coherence, contradiction
frequency, and propagation integrity. Positive 0, growth indicates stability; negative
patterns imply structural fragility.

Stage 6: Resolution and Closure

Rights alignment is verified, routing contradictions are checked, and the case is formally
closed with full audit-chain documentation.

6.2 Non-Graphical Representation of Workflow

Because this journal format does not support graphical rendering, the workflow is
presented as a structured sequence:

[ Intake ]
v

[ Rights and Needs Mapping ]
v

[ Tri-Branch Routing ]
v

[ Cross-Agency Coordination ]
v

[ &, Stability Assessment ]
N2

[ Completion and Feedback ]

This sequence illustrates the core progression logic embedded within the 15-layer
structure.

6.3 Synchronisation Across Domains



A key innovation in the Liberty System is synchronisation across domains. Many public-
sector failures arise when agencies operate on independent cycles—one domain escalates
while another delays, creating contradictions. The architecture enforces synchronisation
by ensuring that all branches and domains operate within common structural constraints.
This reduces variance, improves predictability, and enhances rights compliance.

7. Cross-Jurisdiction Implementation Design

The pilot has a dual-site structure. Implementing the architecture in both Canada and the
United Kingdom allows evaluation of the system’s generalisability and adaptability across:

e administrative models,
¢ datagovernance regimes,
e service landscapes,
e legal structures,
¢ and organisational cultures.
7.1 Canonical Structural Mapping
Canonical structural mapping translates each jurisdiction’s:
e statutory requirements,
e procedural constraints,
o eligibility rules,
e and documentation structures
into the universal Liberty System architecture. This ensures that:
o layers behave identically across countries,
e O, Vvalues are comparable,
e rights-tier logic remains invariant, and
e tri-branch routing maintains structural consistency.

The mapping process is structural rather than semantic. It does not require harmonisation
of legal codes or service definitions; instead, it aligns functional relationships across
jurisdictions.



7.2 Adaptation Without Deviation

One objective of the pilot is to test whether a universal architecture can operate without
jurisdiction-specific customisation. The system is expected to adapt to environmental
differences without altering its core structural logic. If the architecture requires
modification to function in a particular setting, this would indicate that its invariants do not
generalise.

Therefore, adaptation occurs at the input layer but not within the routing or equilibrium
structures. Local variation is absorbed through rights-baseline mapping and case-profile
translation, not through changes in the architecture’s internal behaviour.

7.3 Differences Between Jurisdictions
The pilot environments differ in several ways relevant to architectural stress-testing:
Canada

¢ Multi-level governance with varying provincial roles

e Highly variable municipal autonomy

e Decentralised homelessness service structures

¢ Provincial health systems and mixed mental-health pathways

¢ Federalimmigration processes with significant backlog dynamics
United Kingdom

e More centralised administrative frameworks

e Consolidated homelessness duties under statutory obligations

¢ National health system with integrated mental-health services

¢ Uniform immigration case structures

¢ Standardised data governance protocols

These contrasts create natural stressors for the architecture, allowing evaluation of
whether its invariants hold across varied administrative conditions.

8. Methodology



The pilot employs a mixed-methods research design to evaluate structural behaviour,
operational performance, rights alignment, and cross-jurisdiction dynamics. The
methodology integrates quantitative and qualitative components to assess the
architecture’s impact and stability.

8.1 Methodological Principles
The methodology is governed by four principles:

1. Structural evaluation over program evaluation
The object of analysis is the architecture, not specific program outputs.

2. Triangulation across evidence sources
Quantitative routing metrics are combined with qualitative findings.

3. Cross-jurisdiction comparability
Shared protocols ensure that structural differences, not methodological
inconsistencies, explain any variation in outcomes.

4. Rights-tier verification
All case outputs are evaluated against the Universal Rights Framework.

These principles ensure the pilot adheres to international standards in digital governance
research.

8.2 Quantitative Components
The quantitative analysis includes:
e case throughput measurement,
e contradiction frequency,
e escalation event tracking,
e routing pathway coherence,
e O, time-series analysis,
e rights-tier deviation rates,
e and cross-agency synchronisation metrics.

These metrics provide evidence on whether the architecture maintains equilibrium and
reduces fragmentation.

8.3 Qualitative Components



Qualitative sources include:
o frontline staff interviews,
e agency coordination sessions,
o workflow ethnography,
e operator feedback logs,
e rights-oversight reports,
e case-narrative reconstructions.

These sources provide insights into how the architecture influences human decision-
making, alignment, and procedural behaviour.

8.4 Comparative Design
The design incorporates:
e identical layer activation in both jurisdictions,
e shared d, calibration,
e harmonised contradiction taxonomies,
e standardised case-type normalisation,
¢ matched sample periods.

This ensures that cross-national differences reflect environmental factors rather than
methodological inconsistencies.

8.5 Ethical and Rights-Based Safeguards
The pilotincludes:
e audit chains,
¢ non-retaliatory feedback channels,
o data protection aligned with local legislation,
e independent governance oversight,
e and strict prohibition of automated decision-making.

These safeguards ensure that the architecture adheres to rights and ethics principles
embedded in the Universal Rights Framework.



9. The &, Resilience Construct

The &, resilience construct is a central feature of the Liberty System architecture. It
provides a formal, quantifiable measure of structural stability across sequential decision
layers. Public-service systems often lack coherent indicators capable of revealing when
fragmentation is emerging within workflows. &, addresses this by measuring whether
cases propagate through the architecture in a stable, predictable manner.

9.1 Conceptual Basis

O, measures equilibrium within a layered system. Specifically, it reflects the degree of
alignment across tri-branch routing, rights-tier compliance, cross-agency coordination,
and internal coherence. When decision paths remain structurally consistent, &, values
progress toward stability. When contradictions arise—such as divergent decisions, routing
conflicts, or bypassed rights checks—9,, values decrease, signalling fragility.

The construct draws on principles from:

e layered systems theory,

¢ equilibrium dynamics,

¢ multi-agent coordination modelling,
¢ andresilience analysis.

Its purpose is not to predict individual outcomes but to measure the structural behaviour
of the system itself.

9.2 Operational Interpretation

O, values reflect the relationship between structural coherence and contradiction
frequency. The index is unitless and directional. Increasing values indicate improved
alignment; decreasing values indicate emerging structural stress. The precise
mathematical formula underlying 8, is beyond the scope of this article; however, its
operational interpretation can be summarised as follows:

e J,increases when tri-branch pathways remain synchronised, rights-tier checks are
satisfied, and cross-agency actions proceed without conflict.

¢ O, decreases when contradictions, delays, or mismatches reveal instability within
the architecture.

¢ &, volatility reflects sensitivity to environmental shocks or caseload turbulence.

9.3 Application in the Pilot



The pilot measures 0, at multiple points during case progression. Each activated layer
generates inputs into the index, enabling analysis across:

domains (homelessness, addiction, mental health, immigration),
jurisdictions (Canada and UK),

caseload conditions,

and cross-agency events.

The index is used to evaluate whether the architecture maintains internal stability under
varied operational pressures.

9.4 Expected Patterns

Before the pilot began, four patterns were predicted:

Baseline equilibrium during early phases as routing stabilises.

Mid-phase turbulence reflecting adjustments made by operators and agencies.

Late-phase stabilisation as cross-agency workflows synchronise.
Jurisdictional convergence if the architecture remains invariant across contexts.

PoOd-

These predicted patterns provide a benchmark for interpreting observed &, behaviour.

10. Rights-Tier Compliance

Rights-tier compliance is central to the Liberty System. The Universal Rights Framework
ensures that all case-processing decisions meet defined rights requirements. Rights-tier
checks are embedded at multiple points in the 15-layer architecture, ensuring consistent
enforcement even when cases cross agency boundaries.

10.1 Rights Structure
The rights structure used in the pilot includes:

e accessrights,

e informationalrights,

e proceduralrights,

e anti-retaliation rights,

e non-discrimination rights,
e andresolution rights.

These categories are harmonised across jurisdictions, enabling cross-site comparability.



10.2 Rights Enforcement Mechanisms
Rights enforcement occurs through:

e automated validation prompts,
e independentrights audit logs,
e multi-agency alignment rules,
e and case-completion checks.

Rights-tier deviation is recorded when decisions or actions fail to comply with the
framework. The pilot analyses whether rights deviations decline as the architecture
stabilises.

11. Findings: Structural Behaviour of the Architecture

This section presents observed structural behaviours emerging from the pilot. Results are
qualitative and quantitative. Although full detailed results will be documented in
subsequent publications, these findings provide evidence regarding the architecture’s
viability.

11.1 Tri-Branch Routing Stability

Both jurisdictions achieved stable tri-branch routing within the first weeks of
implementation. Contradictory routing decisions decreased as staff became familiar with
the workflow. Initial turbulence was observed in domain areas characterised by
overlapping mandates. Stabilisation occurred as agencies adjusted their internal
processes.

11.2 Cross-Agency Synchronisation

Cross-agency synchronisation improved. Case progressions showed reduced delays
between agency actions. Differences in administrative structures created different types of
misalignment, but the architecture absorbed these differences without significant
divergence. Synchronisation improved after early-stage training.

11.3 Rights-Tier Deviations

Rights-tier deviations declined over time. Early deviations stemmed from staff unfamiliarity
with rights checks orincomplete case information. Both jurisdictions showed consistent
improvement over the pilot duration. Rights-tier compliance improvements support the
hypothesis that the architecture reduces rights violations.



11.4 3, Stability Trends

O, trends showed:
¢ initial stabilisation,
e mid-phase volatility,

e late-phase upward convergence.

Both jurisdictions exhibited similar patterns. This suggests that the architecture’s
structural invariants hold across contexts.

11.5 Case Flow Coherence
Case flows became more consistent. Contradictions decreased. Routing delays fell.

Escalation events declined. These improvements were consistent across all domains, with
variation based on domain complexity.

12. Challenges Encountered

The pilot encountered challenges that affected implementation and evaluation.

12.1 Data Quality

Data quality varied across agencies. Inconsistent data affected routing, rights checks, and
On inputs. Data issues decreased as staff refined processes and improved information
collection.

12.2 Legacy Systems

Legacy systems caused delays in cross-agency coordination. Manual workarounds were
required in some cases. These workarounds were temporary and used until agencies
updated systems or improved processes.

12.3 Training and Familiarity

Staff training was essential. Early unfamiliarity caused routing delays and rights-tier

deviations. Training sessions improved performance. Training increased understanding of
the architecture and reduced mistakes.

13. Cross-Jurisdiction Analysis



This section compares results from Canada and the United Kingdom.

13.1 Administrative Complexity

Canada’s decentralised structure created more variations across municipalities. The UK’s
centralised structure produced uniformity. Both environments confirmed the
architecture’s adaptability.

13.2 Implementation Speed

Canada required more time to achieve stable performance. The UK stabilised more
quickly. Staff coordination efforts influenced these outcomes.

13.3 Rights-Tier Trends

Both jurisdictions saw declines in rights-tier deviations. Differences in rights baselines
required careful mapping, but architecture consistency improved compliance over time.

13.4 5, Patterns

Both jurisdictions showed similar §, patterns. Canada experienced slightly more volatility
early in the pilot. The UK stabilised sooner. §,, behaviour was consistent across domains.

14. Discussion

This section interprets the findings and considers implications for national and
international deployment.

14.1 Structural Invariance

The architecture maintained invariance across both jurisdictions. Differences in
administrative structures did not weaken performance. The architecture absorbed
variations in workflows and processes.

14.2 Rights Alignhment

Rights-tier compliance improved. Rights violations declined. Rights-based routing
increased consistency. These patterns indicate the architecture embeds rights protections

effectively.

14.3 Resilience Measurement



On trends were stable. 0, provided a useful measurement of structural behaviour.
Resilience measurement improved understanding of how the system responds to
variation.

14.4 Future Deployment

Findings support broader deployment. Results offer evidence for structural viability. The
architecture can scale as required.

15. Conclusion

The pilot program evaluated a 15-layer subset of the Liberty System in Canada and the
United Kingdom. The architecture showed stability. Routing became coherent. Rights
protections improved. Coordination enhanced. &, trends converged. These findings
indicate the architecture is viable.

16. Domain-Specific Findings

The pilot examined four high-complexity public-service domains. These domains were
selected because they routinely require multi-agency coordination, exhibit high levels of
fragmentation, and are prone to failure cascades when structural alignment is absent. This
section summarises the domain-level observations emerging from the 15-layer
architecture.

16.1 Homelessness Services

Homelessness systems typically involve municipal or regional authorities, non-profit
shelter providers, housing units, outreach teams, mental-health services, addiction
services, and social programs. Fragmentation occurs when these sectors operate
independently.

16.1.1 Case Flow Observations
In both jurisdictions:
¢ Routing contradictions declined over time.

o Stabilisation pathways became more predictable.
e Cross-agency delays decreased.



e Emergency-service escalations reduced.

Canada exhibited higher initial variability due to municipal autonomy. UK cases stabilised
sooner due to baseline uniformity.

16.1.2 Rights-Tier Behaviours

Homelessness services showed measurable improvements in:
e accessrights consistency,
¢ documentation handling,

e non-discrimination alighment.

Initial rights deviations stemmed from incomplete intake information, particularly in
Canada, where intake frameworks vary across municipalities.

16.1.3 5, Patterns

Homelessness cases produced clear §,, directional trends:
e early stabilisation,
e mid-phase volatility reflecting coordination practice,

e late-phase convergence.

Higher volatility in Canada reflected municipal variation but followed the same
convergence pattern.

16.2 Addiction and Recovery Pathways

Addiction services involve health systems, community organisations, case managers,
social supports, and court-linked diversion programs. Fragmentation often occurs when
health and social systems operate independently.

16.2.1 Case Flow Observations

The architecture reduced divergence between health and social-service timelines. Case
flows became more coherent as tri-branch routing synchronised interventions with
stabilisation tasks.

16.2.2 Rights-Tier Behaviours

Rights compliance improved across:



e consent processes,
e service-limitation explanations,
e privacy safeguards.

Deviations were more common early in the pilot when health documentation requirements
conflicted with social-services timelines.

16.2.3 5, Patterns

O, values showed moderate volatility but converged as coordination improved. Addiction
pathways benefited significantly from structural synchronisation.

16.3 Mental-Health Intervention
Mental-health systems include hospital units, crisis-response teams, social workers,
outreach groups, police partners, and community supports. Fragmentation typically arises
from inconsistent eligibility rules and data-sharing constraints.
16.3.1 Case Flow Observations
The architecture aligned crisis response, clinical assessments, and stabilisation
pathways. Case abandonment decreased. Escalation events reduced. Time between
assessment and intervention shortened.
16.3.2 Rights-Tier Behaviours
Mental-health cases showed improvements in:

e proceduraltransparency,

e non-coercion protections,

e appealinformation consistency.
Deviations stemmed primarily from incomplete cross-agency information.

16.3.3 5, Patterns

Mental-health cases produced strong &,, upward trends after mid-phase turbulence.
Convergence patterns were consistent across jurisdictions.

16.4 Immigration Case Management



Immigration workflows involve federal authorities, legal support, housing, community
organisations, and documentation units. Fragmentation occurs when legal timelines
diverge from service timelines.

16.4.1 Case Flow Observations
Tri-branch routing aligned legal processes with stabilisation and social-support tasks.
Routing consistency improved. Delays reduced. Contradictory actions between legal and
social systems decreased.
16.4.2 Rights-Tier Behaviours
Rights compliance improved in:

e translation rights,

e documentation handling,

e transparency on procedural steps.

Differences in legal frameworks required careful mapping but did not disrupt architecture
behaviour.

16.4.3 5, Patterns

Immigration cases showed predictable 8, trends. Early volatility reflected legal complexity
but decreased as workflows synchronised.

17. Key Cross-Domain Observations
Four cross-domain observations emerged from the combined data:
17.1 Decline in Routing Contradictions

All domains recorded reductions in contradictory routing decisions. Contradictions
typically arise when different agencies make decisions that conflict with one another. The
architecture reduced such conflicts through structural synchronisation and tri-branch
routing.

17.2 Rights-Tier Convergence
Rights-tier deviations declined across all domains. Improvement was consistent across

jurisdictions and domain-specific contexts. Rights-tier mechanisms demonstrated
structural reliability.



17.3 Case Flow Stabilisation

Case flows stabilised across domains. Stabilisation occurred at different speeds based on
domain complexity, but outcomes were consistent.

17.4 Consistency of &, Behaviour

The 8, resilience measure showed reliable and predictable behaviour. All domains
exhibited:

e early stabilisation,
¢ mid-phase turbulence,

e late-phase convergence.

These patterns held across both jurisdictions.

18. Organisational and Behavioural Considerations
The pilot revealed behavioural factors influencing architecture adoption and performance.
18.1 Staff Adaptation
Staff adaptation followed a typical pattern:

1. Early uncertainty regarding new workflows

2. Rapidincrease in proficiency

3. Stabilisation in coordination practices
Training was essential for managing early-stage variation.
18.2 Agency Coordination Dynamics
Agency coordination improved through:

¢ shared definitions,

o aligned workflows,

e mutual understanding of routing logic.

Differences in organisational culture influenced adaptation speed but did not disrupt
outcomes.

18.3 Cross-Unit Communication



Communication improved through:
e structured case profiles,
e clearer expectations,

e rights-tier clarity.

Improvements were more pronounced in systems where inter-agency communication was
previously fragmented.

19. Governance and Oversight Performance

Oversight structures functioned as intended. The architecture’s governance model
includes roles for operational governance, technical governance, rights oversight, and
independent evaluation.

19.1 Operational Governance Findings

Operational governance teams executed workflows consistently. They maintained
adherence to the architecture and ensured quality control.

19.2 Technical Governance Findings
Technical governance handled:
e data quality,
e O, calibration,
¢ anomaly detection.
Technical oversight identified early volatility and supported stabilisation.

19.3 Rights Oversight Findings

Rights oversight ensured compliance with the Universal Rights Framework. Deviations
were documented, analysed, and addressed.

19.4 Independent Evaluation Findings
Independent evaluators:
e reviewed methodology,

o verified rights compliance,
e ensured analytical integrity.



Evaluation findings supported observed outcomes.

20. Scalability Assessment

The pilot indicates that the architecture is scalable.

20.1 Structural Scalability

The architecture is designed to operate at multiple levels. It can be expanded by activating
dormant layers. The pilot showed that the core system remains stable under increased
complexity.

20.2 Jurisdictional Scalability

The architecture maintained invariance across jurisdictions. This supports its scalability to
additional jurisdictions.

20.3 Domain Scalability

The architecture functioned across all four domains. It can expand into additional domains
without structural modification.

20.4 Institutional Scalability

Agencies of different sizes and capacities integrated successfully. Architecture
performance did not depend on agency size.

21. Implementation Timeframes
The pilot followed a phased implementation.
21.1 Early Phase (Weeks 1-6)
Characterised by:

¢ initial stabilisation,

e training and adaptation,

e earlyrights-tier deviations,

e cearly §, stabilisation.

21.2 Mid Phase (Weeks 7-20)



Characterised by:

e coordination improvements,

¢ reduced routing contradictions,
e O, volatility,

e rights-tier consistency.

21.3 Late Phase (Weeks 21-40)
Characterised by:

e structural convergence,

e consistent §, upward trends,

e stable case flows.
21.4 Extended Phase (Weeks 41-52)
Characterised by:

o stable performance,

e marginalimprovements,
e infrastructure consolidation.

22. Validity Considerations

The pilot’s validity was assessed across four dimensions.

22.1 Construct Validity

The pilot evaluated architecture performance, not individual program outcomes.
Construct validity was preserved through consistent measurement of structural

behaviours.

22.2 Internal Validity

Internal validity was supported through harmonised methods and consistent routing logic.

22.3 External Validity

Cross-jurisdiction outcomes support potential generalisation. Additional pilots may be

required for global applicability.



22.4 Statistical Validity

While the pilot generated large datasets, the architecture’s primary purpose is structural
evaluation rather than inferential modelling. The data support architectural conclusions.

23. Limitations

The pilot has several limitations.

23.1 Time Constraints

A one-year pilot limits observation of long-horizon dynamics.

23.2 Data Constraints

Early data quality issues influenced &, volatility.

23.3 Technological Constraints

Legacy systems imposed constraints requiring manual processes.
23.4 Organisational Constraints

Variation in organisational culture influenced adaptation speed.

None of these limitations undermine the architecture’s structural validity.

24. Implications for Public Administration
The pilot suggests implications for governance research and practice.
24.1 Architecture-Level Reform

Findings indicate that architecture-level reform can produce consistent, measurable
improvements in complex systems.

24.2 Rights-Embedded Governance
Rights-tier embedding enhances consistency and reduces violations.

24.3 Cross-Agency Alignment



Structural synchronisation reduces fragmentation and improves coordination.
24.4 Resilience Analysis

O, provides a useful tool for measuring equilibrium in service systems.

25. Comparative Performance Analysis

The comparative analysis examines differences and similarities between Canada and the
United Kingdom across structural, operational, rights-based, and resilience-related
dimensions. The purpose is to determine whether the architecture behaves consistently
across varying administrative contexts and whether differences in institutional
environments meaningfully affect outcomes.

25.1 Structural Consistency Across Jurisdictions

The architecture demonstrated strong structural consistency. Despite differences in
administrative arrangements, legal frameworks, and service landscapes, tri-branch
routing, rights-tier enforcement, and &,, patterns behaved similarly.

25.1.1 Canada

Canada’s decentralized system created greater variance across regions. Municipal
differences in intake design, data management, local mandates, and service structures
resulted in more early-stage divergence. However, the architecture compensated for this
variation. Routing consistency improved over time, and d, trends converged despite initial
instability.

25.1.2 United Kingdom

The UK’s centralised administrative model produced more uniform initial conditions. This
uniformity reduced early volatility and led to faster stabilisation. Cross-agency
coordination benefited from pre-existing national frameworks, enabling more predictable
adoption of tri-branch logic.

25.1.3 Comparative Observation
Differences in administrative structure affected adaptation speed but did not alter the

architecture’s equilibrium properties. The system remained invariant across both
environments.



25.2 Cross-Agency Coordination Performance

Coordination is a core component of the architecture. Improvements were observed
across both jurisdictions.

25.2.1 Coordination Patterns
Agencies reported:
o fewer delays in handoffs,
¢ clearrole delineation,
¢ improved understanding of routing logic,

e« and more consistent interpretation of case requirements.

Canada’s multi-level structure required more time to reach consistent interpretation
across regions. The UK’s uniform structure yielded faster improvements.

25.2.2 Communication Improvements

Communication improved due to structural requirements for synchronisation:
e agencies aligned timelines,
« information flows became predictable,
¢ misunderstandings declined.

25.2.3 Coordination Stability

Stability increased as routing logic became standardised. Both jurisdictions experienced
measurable improvements in case progression times.

25.3 Rights-Tier Performance

The rights-tier structure is a key feature of the Liberty System. Rights enforcement
improved across jurisdictions.

25.3.1 Rights Compliance Trends
Both jurisdictions recorded decreases in:

e proceduralrights deviations,



¢ informationalrights inconsistencies,
e service-access inconsistencies,
e and documentation-handling issues.

Rights-related improvements were stronger in domains involving recurring cross-agency
interaction.

25.3.2 Rights-Tier Variation

Canada exhibited more variation in rights-related outcomes due to differences in
municipal processes. The UK’s centralised framework produced more uniform rights
compliance.

25.3.3 Observed Rights Outcomes
Rights-tier outcomes improved significantly across both jurisdictions. Improvements were

strongest in domains with historically high fragmentation, including homelessness and
immigration casework.

25.4 5, Resilience Patterns

On provides insight into equilibrium. Resilience trends were consistent across jurisdictions
but varied in intensity.

25.4.1 Early-Stage &, Behaviour
Both jurisdictions showed:
¢ initial stabilisation,
e early upward trend,
e mid-phase volatility.
Volatility was higher in Canada due to decentralised workflows.
25.4.2 Mid-Phase &, Behaviour
Mid-phase turbulence occurred during cross-agency synchronisation. The turbulence
reflected structural adjustment. &, values varied more during this phase, particularly in

municipal systems.

25.4.3 Late-Stage 5, Behaviour



Late-stage convergence occurred across both jurisdictions. 0, values showed predictable
upward trends. Convergence patterns suggest that the architecture stabilises under
pressure once coordination strengthens.

25.4.4 Interpretation

Consistency in 8, trends across jurisdictions indicates that the architecture is structurally
robust.

26. Interpretation of Findings

The findings support several conclusions regarding architecture performance and the
viability of rights-anchored systems.

26.1 Architecture-Level Stability

The architecture demonstrated stability in both jurisdictions. Stability did not depend on
administrative structure. The architecture absorbed environmental variation.

26.2 Rights Protection as a Stability Factor

Rights-tier enforcement contributed to stability. Rights protections provide consistency
across cases, reducing variance and fragmentation.

26.3 Multi-Agency Alighment

Cross-agency alignment improved structural performance. Coordinated actions reduced
delays and contradictions.

26.4 5, as an Analytical Tool

On proved to be a reliable measure of structural equilibrium. &, trends reflected real-world
behavioural patterns in a meaningful way.

26.5 Generalisability

Findings support the hypothesis that the architecture generalises across jurisdictions with
varying governance conditions.

27. Policy Implications



The pilot suggests implications for policy, particularly in governance reform, digital
transformation, and rights-based administration.

27.1 Implications for National-Level Governance
27.1.1 Structural Integration

National governments may adopt architecture-level frameworks to standardise
coordination across regions.

27.1.2 Rights-Based Administration

Rights-tier embedding provides a transparent, auditable method of ensuring rights
compliance.

27.1.3 Resilience Measurement

O, introduces a method for assessing resilience in public-administration systems.

27.2 Implications for Local and Regional Authorities

27.2.1 Coordination Enhancement

Local authorities can improve coordination with architecture-based workflows.
27.2.2 Workflow Clarity

Structured routing reduces ambiguity and improves decision alignment.

27.2.3 Data Improvement

The architecture encourages higher-quality data collection.

27.3 Implications for Multi-National Organisations

Organisations such as OECD, UN DESA, and the World Bank may find value in
architecture-level models for improving governance capacity.

27.3.1 Structural Accountability

Architecture-level designs create predictable systems of accountability.



27.3.2 Implementation Consistency
The architecture provides a model that can be reproduced across countries.
27.3.3 International Comparability

On supports cross-national analysis of institutional resilience.

28. Operational Implications

The pilot suggests operational implications for service providers, managers, and agencies.
28.1 Operational Predictability

28.1.1 Reduced Variance

Case flows became more predictable due to structural consistency.

28.1.2 Better Resource Planning

Predictability supports resource allocation and planning.

28.2 Workflow Efficiency
28.2.1 Reduced Contradictions
Routing contradictions declined.
28.2.2 Reduced Delays

Task sequencing improved.
28.2.3 Reduced Escalations

Escalations decreased due to clearer workflows.

28.3 Organisational Learning

28.3.1 Shared Mental Models



Agencies developed shared understandings of workflows.
28.3.2 Procedural Standardisation

Standardisation improved consistency.

28.3.3 Rights Integration

Rights-tier embedding improved procedural reliability.

29. Limitations in Application

The architecture is flexible but not universally applicable without adaptation.
29.1 Legal Complexity

High-variance legal settings require careful canonical mapping.

29.2 Cultural Variation

Organisational culture affects adaptation speed.

29.3 Resource Constraints

Low-capacity environments may require phased implementation.

29.4 Data Ecosystems

Weak data ecosystems may reduce early performance quality.

30. Areas for Further Research

Further research can build on the pilot.

30.1 Longitudinal Analysis

Future studies should involve multi-year observation.
30.2 Multi-Jurisdiction Expansion

Testing in diverse jurisdictions would confirm generalisability.



30.3 Increased Layer Activation
Activating more layers would test advanced features.
30.4 Automation Governance

Testing constraints on automated decision-making would evaluate Al governance
implications.

31. Summary of Findings

The pilot produced consistent results.
31.1 Structural Outcomes

The architecture maintained structural integrity across jurisdictions.
31.2 Rights Outcomes

Rights-tier compliance improved.

31.3 Operational Outcomes
Cross-agency alignment improved.

31.4 Resilience Outcomes

O, displayed expected structural patterns.
31.5 General Outcomes

The architecture performed as predicted and supports broader deployment.

32. Conclusion

The Liberty System Pilot Program evaluated a structurally complete 15-layer subset of a
broader architecture in two jurisdictions. The architecture demonstrated stability,
improved rights compliance, reduced contradictions, and increased predictability. &,
proved to be a meaningful analytical tool. The architecture’s invariants held across diverse
conditions, supporting the hypothesis that architecture-level reform can improve public-
sector coordination.



The findings provide evidence supporting national-level deployment and international
scalability. Further research is recommended to expand domain coverage, activate
additional layers, and assess long-horizon resilience.

33. Positioning Within Digital Governance Scholarship

This article contributes to digital governance and public-administration scholarship by
examining architecture-level coordination rather than programmatic or technology-
specific reform. By empirically evaluating a rights-anchored, multi-layer governance
architecture under real administrative conditions, it complements existing research on
whole-of-government integration, institutional resilience, and cross-agency coordination.
The findings demonstrate how structural design choices influence coherence, rights
compliance, and system stability across heterogeneous jurisdictions.

34. Alignment With Contemporary Governance Literature
This section reviews how the Liberty System Pilot Program aligns with scholarly and
institutional literature in public administration, digital governance, resilience analysis, and
multi-agency coordination.
34.1 Digital Governance Themes
Recent literature emphasises the importance of:

e integrated public-service architectures,

¢ whole-of-government coordination,

e rights-based administrative design,

¢ and cross-border interoperability.

The Liberty System contributes by offering a structurally embedded model rather than a
software-driven or policy-driven one.

34.2 Multi-Agency Coordination Research
Studies consistently show that coordination failures arise from fragmentation between
agencies rather than individual agency shortcomings. The architecture aligns with findings

that structural alignment and stable workflows are essential for reducing fragmentation.

34.3 Resilience and Equilibrium Models



Resilience literature highlights the importance of system stability under turbulent
conditions. d,, provides an original method for evaluating structural resilience, offering a
quantitative measure consistent with theoretical models of adaptive equilibrium.

34.4 Rights-Centred Public Administration

Rights-based models are increasingly prominent in administrative reform. The Liberty

System embeds rights directly into workflow logic, advancing the literature on
operationalising rights protections.

35. Implications for Architecture-Level Governance Reform
Architecture-level governance reform proposes that public-service systems can improve
stability, rights compliance, and coordination by embedding structural principles directly
into administrative processes.
35.1 Moving Beyond Process Reforms
Process reforms often target:
e single-agency inefficiencies,
e procedural updates,
e ortechnological improvements.
These reforms rarely address cross-agency structural fragmentation.
Architecture-level reform takes a broader view, restructuring the system’s underlying logic.

35.2 Embedding Rights Into System Structure

Rights protections are integrated into the architecture rather than added as an external
oversight function. This ensures consistency and reduces discretionary variation.

35.3 Quantifying Structural Performance

O, introduces a method for quantitatively evaluating:
e structural coherence,
e coordination stability,

e and systemic resilience.

This contributes to a data-driven understanding of administrative performance.



36. Practical Considerations for Policymakers

Policymakers evaluating architecture-level reform must consider the conditions under
which such reforms are viable.

36.1 Institutional Readiness
Institutions must have:
e clear governance structures,
¢ baseline coordination mechanisms,

e minimaltechnological capability.

The architecture does not require advanced infrastructure but benefits from basic
operational stability.

36.2 Legal Compatibility

Canonical structural mapping ensures compatibility with different legal frameworks.
Jurisdictions do not require harmonised legislation to adopt the architecture.

36.3 Resource Deployment
Architecture-level reform requires:
o staff training,
e coordination support,
e« andrights oversight mechanisms.
Resource requirements are moderate compared with full-scale digital transformations.

36.4 Operational Capacity

Agencies with limited operational capacity may require phased activation of layers. The
architecture is modular, enabling gradual expansion.

37. A Model for Future Pilot Programs
The pilot program provides a model for future architecture-level evaluations.

37.1 Multi-Site Replication



Replication across additional jurisdictions would test invariance under diverse conditions.
37.2 Multi-Domain Expansion

Additional domains—such as youth services, judicial pathways, social housing, or
employment systems—could be incorporated to test scalability.

37.3 Higher-Layer Activation
Activating more layers allows evaluation of advanced features including:
o fiscal-integration structures,
¢ long-horizon audit chains,
¢ macro-level harmonisation processes,
¢ and automation-restriction mechanisms.

37.4 Longitudinal Research Designs

Multi-year designs enable evaluation of long-horizon stability, slow-moving variables, and
institutional transformations.

38. Recommendations for Public-Service Organisations
This section outlines practical recommendations based on the pilot’s results.
38.1 Adopt Architecture-Led Coordination Models

Organisations should consider adopting architecture-led models when multi-agency
fragmentation significantly impairs outcomes.

38.2 Use Rights-Tier Structures to Improve Predictability

Rights-tier embedding can reduce errors and improve client experiences.

38.3 Implement Synchronisation Mechanisms

Synchronisation improves timing alignment and reduces contradictory decision-making.
38.4 Integrate Resilience Metrics Into Management

On can be integrated into dashboards and early-warning systems to track structural health.

38.5 Strengthen Training and Communication



Clear communication supports cross-agency alignment and consistent decision-making.

39. Recommendations for Researchers

Researchers can build on the pilot’s methodological contribution.

39.1 Investigate Architecture-Level Governance

Future studies should explore architecture-level governance reforms in other contexts.
39.2 Enhance Cross-National Comparisons

Comparative analysis will help determine generalisability and limitations.

39.3 Study &, Applications

Researchers can test 0, in other multi-layered systems.

39.4 Examine Rights-Tier Mechanisms

Rights-tier embedding may provide new approaches to integrating equity into governance
systems.
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41. Full Consolidated Conclusion

The Liberty System Pilot Program evaluated a structurally complete 15-layer subset of a
broader governance architecture across Canada and the United Kingdom. The architecture
maintained structural stability across heterogeneous administrative environments,
demonstrating that its tri-branch routing, rights-tier embedding, synchronisation logic, and
O, resilience model operate consistently under real-world conditions.

The pilot revealed improvements in case-flow coherence, rights compliance, cross-agency
coordination, and structural predictability. 8,, behaved as expected, offering a functional
measure of systemic equilibrium. The architecture absorbed environmental variation
without requiring structural modification.

The findings support the viability of architecture-led governance reform. They provide a
foundation for national deployment, cross-jurisdiction expansion, and broader



international testing. Future research should explore scalability, long-horizon resilience,
and integration with higher-level layers of the Liberty System.

This pilot evaluation demonstrates that rights-anchored, multi-layer governance
architectures can be assessed empirically at the level of constitutional and administrative
design rather than policy output alone. The findings indicate that structural coherence,
rights-tier enforcement, and institutional stability can be maintained across
heterogeneous jurisdictions when authority, accountability, and constraints are
distributed through architecture rather than centralised in a single decision locus. While
the pilot does not claim universal applicability, it provides evidence that governance
systems desighed with embedded rights constraints and resilience mechanisms can
operate predictably under real administrative conditions. These results contribute to
ongoing debates in digital governance and public administration by illustrating how
constitutional principles may be translated into evaluable system behaviour in complex,
interdependent governance environments.
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