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Broader Significance

Why do complex systems --- financial systems, software architectures, organizations, insti-
tutions --- tend toward self-destruction, and why is it so hard to build ones that self-correct
before they collapse? This paper gives the systems-engineering face of the e7Day model
(the formal axioms are in Matheo-b12): 20 axioms and 7 theorems organized as a cumula-
tive dependency cascade, the Work-Logic Cascade (WolLC), of 8 construction stages (VOID
through TRUST).

The critical finding is a bifurcation at the self-assessment stage. The default is BABL (Blindly
Assuming Blind Leveraging): the system declares itself OK, correction stops, and collapse
follows through OSCR (over-Simplify, over-Complicate, over-Reach). The narrow escape is
ZION (Zoning, Investigating, Organizing, Navigating): the system admits it is NOT OK and
keeps cycling through correction. The paper is careful about scope --- OSCR models pro-
gressive systemic degradation, not design-time defects, latent single-point bugs, or acute
update failures --- and tests both the pattern's reach and its limits through case studies.
It connects the formal results to established systems theory (Ashby, Shannon, Tuckman,
Luhmann, Meadows, Rittel) and translates them into engineering practice: what to build,
what to monitor, and what to avoid.
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Abstract

Why do complex systems tend toward self-destruction? Why is it so hard to build organizations,
software systems, and institutions that self-correct before they collapse? This paper presents
the e7Day model — a formal framework of 20 axioms and 7 theorems that answers these
questions with a structural diagnosis.

The model identifies 8 construction stages (VOID through TRUST) that any self-correcting
system must pass through, organized as a cumulative dependency cascade (the Work-Logic
Cascade, or WolLC). The critical finding is a bifurcation at the self-assessment stage. The
default state is BABL (Blindly Assuming Blind Leveraging): the system declares itself
OK, self-correction stops, and collapse becomes inevitable through the OSCR mechanism
(over-Simplify, over-Complicate, over-Reach). The narrow escape is ZION (Zoning, Investigat-
ing, Organizing, Navigating): the system acknowledges it is NOT OK — that ongoing correction
is required — and actively cycles through seed, feed, grow, reap. This cycling is not a luxury
but a structural requirement.

OSCR models progressive systemic degradation through self-assessment failure. It does not
model design-time defects, latent single-point bugs, or acute update failures. This paper
demonstrates both the pattern’s explanatory power and its boundaries through case studies
(Section 3.2).

The framework connects to established systems theory: Ashby’s Law of Requisite Variety
[Ashby, 1956] explains why general intelligence is necessary (theorem th4), Shannon’s channel
capacity [Shannon, 1948] grounds the noise-destruction insight (axiom m5.ax2), Tuckman'’s
stages [Tuckman, 1965] independently exhibit the same NOT-OK tension at the “storming”
stage, Luhmann’s autopoiesis [Luhmann, 1995] provides the self-reproduction framework for
mb5.ax1, Meadows’ systems thinking [Meadows, 2008] provides the language of leverage points
and feedback loops that OSCR formalizes, and the wicked problems literature [Rittel and Web-
ber, 1973] provides the problem-structure context for VOID (mO0).

This paper translates the formal results into engineering language: what to build, what to
monitor, and what to avoid.
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1. Introduction: The Self-Destruction Problem

Every experienced engineer knows the pattern. A system is designed, built, and deployed
successfully. It works well. It scales. And then, gradually or suddenly, it begins to destroy
itself. The same properties that enabled success — optimization, efficiency, scaling — become
the mechanism of failure.

- Afinancial system optimizes for efficiency, strips out redundancy, and collapses when a
novel shock hits the stripped-out safety margin.

- A software architecture abstracts away complexity, creates a clean API surface, and then
cannot adapt when requirements change in ways the abstraction assumed away.

- An organization creates clear roles and processes, achieves operational excellence, and
then cannot respond to disruption because the processes have become immune to feed-
back.

The common element is not a lack of capability but a failure of self-correction. The system'’s
own success makes it blind to the conditions under which it will fail. Meadows [Meadows,
2008] calls these “fixes that fail” — interventions that address symptoms while reinforcing the
underlying structure that generates them. Perrow [Perrow, 1984] demonstrates that in tightly
coupled systems, such failures are not exceptional but normal.

The e7Day model formalizes this pattern and provides a structural diagnosis. The diagnosis
has three parts:

1. The EQUAL problem (Section 2.3): Every system that maps continuous reality to discrete
categories (which is every system) loses information. This loss is irreducible.

2. The self-assessment bifurcation (Section 2.7): The default is BABL — the system declares
itself OK, and self-correction stops. The narrow escape is ZION — the system acknowl-
edges it is NOT OK, and keeps cycling through correction.

3. The OSCR collapse (Section 3.1): When self-correction stops, the system over-simplifies,
then over-complicates, then over-reaches, then fails. This pattern applies to progressive
systemic drift, not to all failure modes (Section 3.2).
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1.1 The Work-Logic Cascade as an Engineering Framework

The e7Day model organizes system construction as a Work-Logic Cascade (WoLC): 8 stages that
any self-correcting system must instantiate. For engineers, the stages map to design phases:

Stage Name

Engineering Instantiation

mO

m1

m2

m3

m&4

m5

meo

m7

VOID

TYPE

EQUAL

VALUE

LOGIC

CARE

HOPE

TRUST

Undefined requirements. No constraints, no types, no scope.
The structure of what is not yet known — past failures, ig-
nored concerns, wicked problem dimensions [Rittel and Web-
ber, 1973] — shapes everything that follows.

Scope definition. What is in scope? What is explicitly out of
scope? The scope decision is irrevocable within the develop-
ment cycle.

Data type design. Integer types (entities) vs. Real types
(quantities). Every ORM, every type system, every database
schema makes this choice. Verdict: NOT OK — the tension
between nominal and structural typing is permanent.

Data architecture. Ground (constants, configuration) vs.
Ocean (live data, streams). Programs are functions from
Ocean to Ground. Data must circulate (event sourcing, stream
processing).

Process architecture. Foreground (synchronous, directed) vs.
background (asynchronous, reactive). Time is a first-class
type (event time, process time, wall-clock time).
Autonomous services. Microservices that self-manage and
self-scale. The UMP: when noise (spam, bad data, log storms)
exceeds channel capacity, monitoring becomes useless.
Governance and self-assessment. After automation is com-
plete, who assesses whether the system is working? The bi-
furcation: “the system is fine” (OK - BABL) vs. “the system is
NOT OK and needs ongoing correction” (NOT OK - ZION pos-
sible).

Consolidation and rest. Periodic maintenance windows,
batch processing, garbage collection. The 6:1 work/rest Shab-
bat cycle as a sustainability Schelling point.

1.2 Connections to Established Systems Theory

The e7Day model does not replace existing systems theory. It integrates several established
results into a single cascade framework:

- Ashby’s Law of Requisite Variety [Ashby, 1956]: “Only variety can absorb variety” This is
the formal foundation for theorem th4 (Balospe Necessity): special-purpose automation
cannot handle novel variations. General intelligence (human judgment, adaptive Al) is

structurally necessary.

- Shannon’s Noisy Channel Theorem [Shannon, 1948]: Axiom m5.ax2 (UMP) applies the
qualitative insight that when noise exceeds channel capacity, reliable communication
is impossible. Applied to monitoring: when alert fatigue exceeds threshold, no alert

The e7Day Model --- Systems Engineering
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is actionable. (The quantitative threshold is an engineering heuristic, not a Shannon
derivation; see Section 4.4.)

- Tuckman’s Stages [Tuckman, 1965]: Tuckman’s “storming” stage independently exhibits
the same NOT-OK tension as e7Day’s EQUAL stage (m2): the team has formed (scope
defined) but now disagrees about how to handle fundamental trade-offs. Storming has
no “it was good” verdict — the tension must be acknowledged, not resolved. Teams that
skip storming (pretend everyone agrees) are in BABL. The broader mapping between
Tuckman and WolLC is approximate: Tuckman'’s “performing” has no direct WolLC equiv-
alent, and WoLC Levels 3-5 address architectural concerns that Tuckman does not cover.
The Storming = EQUAL parallel is the strongest single-stage correspondence.

- Luhmann’s Autopoiesis [Luhmann, 1995]: Luhmann'’s theory of self-reproducing social
systems provides a direct parallel to m5.ax1 (Self-Managing Machines). In Luhmann’s
framework, social systems maintain themselves through their own communicative oper-
ations —they are operationally closed while remaining structurally coupled to their envi-
ronment. This maps precisely to m5.ax1’s conditional-data machines: they self-manage
and self-replicate (operational closure) but remain subject to the UMP noise threshold
(structural coupling to environmental noise). The key insight both frameworks share is
that self-reproduction is necessary but not sufficient: the system can reproduce itself
into a corner if it lacks the self-correction mechanism (m6) that detects when reproduc-
tion is no longer adaptive.

- Meadows’ Systems Thinking [Meadows, 2008]: Meadows’ hierarchy of leverage points
provides complementary language for the WolLC. The highest-leverage intervention in any
system is changing its self-organization rules (Meadows’ leverage point #3) — which is
precisely what the m6 governance stage addresses. OSCR is a formalization of Meadows’
observation that systems resist changes to their own rules.

- Perrow’s Normal Accidents [Perrow, 1984]: Perrow demonstrates that in tightly coupled,
complex systems, accidents are normal (systemic), not exceptional (individual failure).
The e7Day model adds a specific mechanism: OSCR explains why the coupling tightens
over time (over-simplification removes slack, over-complication adds hidden dependen-
cies, over-reaching extends the failure domain).

- Senge’s Fifth Discipline [Senge, 1990]: Senge’s “learning organization” is the organiza-
tional equivalent of NOT-OK self-assessment: an organization that continuously exam-
ines its own mental models. The e7Day model provides the formal mechanism (the OK
vs NOT OK bifurcation) for why learning organizations are rare: declaring OK is the stable
attractor; maintaining NOT OK requires perpetual effort.

- Leveson’s System Safety [Leveson, 2011]: Leveson’s STAMP (Systems-Theoretic Accident
Model and Processes) framework models accidents as control failures rather than com-
ponent failures. The WoLC's m6 stage (governance) directly addresses control adequacy,
and OSCR describes how control degrades through self-assessment failure.

- Wicked Problems [Rittel and Webber, 1973]: Rittel and Webber's characterization of
wicked problems — problems with no definitive formulation, no stopping rule, and no
test of a solution — describes the VOID (m0) that precedes every construction cycle.
Super-wicked problems [Levin et al., 2012] add time pressure, no central authority, and
the fact that those causing the problem also seek to solve it. The e7Day model’s contri-
bution is structural: it shows that the OSCR mechanism is why wicked problems resist
solution (self-assessment failure prevents learning) and the ZION cycle is the minimal
correction architecture.
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For the formal derivations of all claims, see Matheo-b12 (math). For the psychological evidence
on why self-assessment fails, see b12-socpsy.

2. The Eight Construction Stages

21VOID (m0) — Undefined Requirements

Axiom (mO0.ax0): The starting condition is maximum disorder with no types — the pre-partition
domain containing both actual and potential elements.

Engineering translation: Before any design begins, the problem space is undifferentiated. No
requirements are defined. No constraints are established. This is the most dangerous state:
because nothing is excluded, anything can be demanded. The “blank canvas” is not freedom;
itis a trap — projects that never define scope never converge.

The structure of the VOID matters. VOID is not empty; it is the accumulated context of what
is not yet known, not yet considered, and not yet failed. Past failures, ignored stakeholder
concerns, regulatory blind spots, environmental externalities — these form the structure of
VOID. Problems that have resisted prior solution attempts are often wicked problems [Rittel
and Webber, 1973]: problems with no definitive formulation, where every attempted solution
changes the problem itself. Climate change, systemic poverty, and institutional corruption are
super-wicked problems [Levin et al., 2012]: time is running out, there is no central authority,
those causing the problem seek to solve it, and the future is irrationally discounted. Any
engineering system that touches a wicked or super-wicked problem inherits VOID's structure
as its operating context. Ignoring that context — pretending the problem is tame when it is
wicked — is the first OSCR step (over-simplify).

Design principle: Acknowledge the void. Map the structure of what is not known before defin-
ing what is in scope. Do not pretend requirements are known when they are not. The first act
of construction is not building; it is scoping (Stage 1) — and scoping requires understanding
what VOID contains.

2.2 TYPE (m1) — Scope Definition

Axiom (m1.ax1): Binary partition: in-scope (L) vs. out-of-scope (D). Irrevocable within the
development cycle.

Engineering translation: Define what the system will do and — critically — what it will not
do. The scope decision is a commitment: once made, it constrains all subsequent design.
Changing scope mid-cycle is a new cycle, not a continuation.

Design principle: “This compiler handles language L; everything outside L is someone else’s
problem” Make the scope decision explicit, document it, and enforce it. Scope creep is the
engineering form of VOID re-entering the construction.

The e7Day Model --- Systems Engineering 8 CC-BY 4.0, Jonah License
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2.3 EQUAL (m2) — The Type Tension

Axioms: Types partition into indivisible (Int) and divisible (Real) (m2.ax1). Every mapping from
Real to Int loses information (m2.ax2).

Engineering translation: Every system that maps continuous reality to discrete categories
(database schemas, type systems, classification models, organizational roles) loses informa-
tion. The loss is not a bug; it is a mathematical necessity (formally proven in Matheo-b12
(math), theorem m2.th1). Two strategies are always in tension:

- PERFECT: Preserve the integrity of each entity (every user is unique; every edge case
matters; nominal typing)

- PERFIDE: Preserve system-level interoperability (users are fungible; edge cases are
rounded; structural typing)

You cannot fully satisfy both. This is the most important lesson of the model for systems en-
gineers: the tension between PERFECT and PERFIDE is permanent. No architecture eliminates
it. The best you can do is manage it — and the management must be ongoing.

[Tl

Tuckman parallel: Tuckman'’s “storming” stage [Tuckman, 1965] is precisely this: the team has
been formed (scope defined, Stage 1) but now disagrees about how to handle the fundamen-
tal trade-offs. Storming has no “it was good” verdict — the tension must be acknowledged,
not resolved. Teams that skip storming (pretend everyone agrees) are in BABL. The broader
Tuckman-WolLC mapping is approximate: Tuckman's “performing” has no WolLC equivalent, and
WoLC Levels 3-5 address architectural concerns outside Tuckman'’s scope. But the Storming =
EQUAL parallel is strong because both identify the same structural phenomenon: irresolvable
tension that must be managed rather than eliminated.

Design principle: Do not optimize for PERFECT or PERFIDE globally. Design for local trade-offs
with a mechanism for periodic review (the Shabbat pattern, Section 4.2). Monitor where the
current trade-off is causing pain and adjust.

By Ashby's Law: The variety of real-world situations (Real-type) exceeds the variety of your
type system (Int-type). Your types will always be an approximation. Build the system knowing
this.

2.4 VALUE (m3) — Data Architecture

Axioms: Values partition into Ground (configuration, constants) and Ocean (live data, streams).
Programs are functions from Ocean to Ground. Data must circulate.

Engineering translation: Separate stable knowledge (Ground: schemas, configurations, busi-
ness rules) from fluid data (Ocean: events, user input, sensor readings). Programs process
fluid data using stable knowledge and produce stable outputs.

The circulation requirement is critical: data must flow from Ocean (live sources) through pro-
grams (processing) and back to Ocean (updated state). Systems where data stops circulating
fail:

- Ground dries: If programs never receive fresh data, their outputs are based on stale
assumptions.

- Ocean stagnates: If live data is never processed, the system accumulates unprocessed
state until it overwhelms capacity.
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Design principle: Event-driven architecture, stream processing, continuous integration. Data
must flow. Batch-only systems violate the circulation axiom and accumulate staleness.

2.5 LOGIC (m4) — Process Architecture

Axioms: Processes partition into foreground (DAY: synchronous, directed) and background
(NIGHT: asynchronous, reactive). Time is a first-class type.

Engineering translation: Design systems with both:

- DAY processes: Request-response, synchronous APIs, user-facing operations, directed
workflows

- NIGHT processes: Background jobs, event listeners, cron tasks, garbage collection, mon-
itoring

Time must be explicitly modeled (event time vs. processing time vs. wall-clock time). Systems
that treat time as implicit (e.g, relying on wall-clock ordering for event processing) fail under
distribution.

2.6 CARE (m5) — Autonomous Services

Axioms: Conditional-data machines are self-managing and self-replicating (m5.ax1). When
noise exceeds threshold, channel capacity for signal collapses to zero (m5.ax2).

Engineering translation: Microservices, Kubernetes pods, auto-scaling groups — systems that
maintain and replicate themselves without manual intervention. The UMP (Unimportant Mes-
sage Problem) is the formal name for a universal engineering experience: alert fatigue.

When the monitoring system generates more noise than signal (false positives, irrelevant
alerts, log storms), the on-call engineer cannot distinguish real incidents from noise. Channel
capacity for actionable signal collapses to zero. The system is “monitored” in name only.

By Shannon’s theorem [Shannon, 1948]: the qualitative insight is that reliable communica-
tion requires signal-to-noise ratio above a threshold. Below that threshold, no amount of
monitoring infrastructure helps — the channel is saturated. The specific threshold at which
an organization’s monitoring degrades depends on organizational context (see Section 4.4 for
engineering heuristics).

Design principle: Monitor fewer things, but monitor them well. Signal-to-noise ratio of
monitoring is a first-class system property. Alert fatigue is not a people problem; it is an
information-theoretic problem (m5.ax2).

2.7 HOPE (m6) — Governance and Self-Assessment

Axioms:
1. The automated system is complete but cannot handle novel situations (mé6.ax1)

2. Generalintelligence (human judgment or adaptive Al) is necessary for long-term survival
(m6.ax2)

3. The system works when the governance mechanism matches the system’s inherent ten-
sion (m6.ax3)

The e7Day Model --- Systems Engineering 10 CC-BY 4.0, Jonah License
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4. The self-assessment bifurcation (m6.ax4): OK = BABL, NOT OK = ZION prerequisite

5. The environment generates novel tasks that exceed the scope of current automation
(m6.ax5, Environmental Novelty)

Engineering translation: After automation is complete (CI/CD pipelines, auto-scaling,
self-healing infrastructure), the most important question becomes: who is checking whether
the automation is working?

- (0) BABL (the default): “Nobody, because it's automated and it's fine” This is OK
self-assessment. The system will fail when a novel situation arises that the automa-
tion was not designed for.

- (1) ZION (the narrow escape): “We have an ongoing process for reviewing whether our
assumptions still hold.” This is NOT OK self-assessment — the system acknowledges its
own incompleteness and actively cycles through correction.

By Ashby’s Law [Ashby, 1956]: the automated system’s variety is fixed at design time. The
environment'’s variety grows (mé6.ax5). Eventually, the environment generates a situation the
automation cannot handle. Only a general-intelligence agent (human or sufficiently capable
Al) can adapt.

The OSCR pattern in organizations:

1. Over-simplify: “We don't need manual review; the automation handles it” Nuance col-
lapses. Blind spots form.

2. Over-complicate: The blind spots cause incidents. Each incident gets a new rule, a new
process, a new exception handler. The system becomes a patchwork of work-arounds.

3. Over-reach: The patchwork is declared “best practice” and imposed on new situations it
was not designed for. The system cannot adapt to genuine novelty because all adaptive
capacity has been consumed by work-arounds.

Design principle: Build governance that assumes it is incomplete. Schedule periodic reviews
of assumptions. Resist “the system is fine” as an organizational steady state. Create Chaos
Engineering practices that test whether self-assessment is real.

2.8 TRUST (m7) — Consolidation and Rest

Axioms: TRUST adds nothing new (null aggregation, m7.ax1). Time partitions into WorkTime
and RestTime (m7.ax2). The 6:1ratio is a Schelling point[Schelling, 1960] — the Shabbat pattern
(six units of work, one unit of rest).

Engineering translation: Maintenance windows, batch processing, garbage collection, techni-
cal debt reduction. These are not optional luxuries; they are structurally necessary (theorem
th5: Rest Necessity).

Three arguments for rest:

1. Information-theoretic: Every decision introduces approximation error (m2.ax2). Without
consolidation, errors compound. Technical debt is the engineering name for accumu-
lated approximation error. The derivation chain is: lossy mappings (m2.ax2) accumulate
errors; environmental novelty (m6.ax5) ensures new mappings are always needed; noise
from accumulated errors degrades the monitoring channel (m5.ax2); and BABL Origin
(th3) shows that uncorrected self-assessment locks in the degradation.

The e7Day Model --- Systems Engineering 11 CC-BY 4.0, Jonah License
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2. Thermodynamic: The system exports entropy during rest (cleans up temporary files,
rebuilds indexes, re-compresses data). Without entropy export, internal disorder grows
until the system becomes unmaintainable.

3. Computational: Even concurrent garbage collectors consume CPU cycles that could be
used for user-facing work. Periodic full-stop GC is sometimes necessary for operations
that require global consistency (database vacuuming, index rebuilds, security audits).

The 6:1 Shabbat ratio as an engineering Schelling point: for every 6 units of feature devel-
opment, budget 1 unit of consolidation (maintenance, refactoring, documentation, testing).
The 6:1 ratio is chosen as a Schelling point — a coordination focal point [Schelling, 1960] that
is memorable, culturally resonant, and resistant to erosion under feature pressure. Its ori-
gin in the seven-day Shabbat pattern is intentional, not accidental: a bright-line rule that
engineering teams can defend against “just one more sprint of features” pressure precisely
because it has a cultural anchor. (The Shabbat cycle is the smallest unit in the Jubilee System’s
multi-scale framework; see paper a4, forthcoming.)

Industry benchmarks for consolidation investment

Practice Ratio Notes

Google 20% time 41 (20%) Largely abandoned in practice; most engi-
neers could not protect 20% from feature
pressure

Spotify hack weeks ~12:1 (8%) 1week per quarter; successful but limited
scope

Typical tech-debt sprints 41  to 671 Industry median is roughly 1 consolida-

(17-25%) tion sprint per 4-6 feature sprints

e7Day Shabbat 6:1 (14.3%) Within industry range; Schelling-point ad-
vantage is memorability and erosion re-
sistance

The 6:1 ratio falls within the range of current industry practice (8-25%). Empirical calibration
is future work: different organizations may find 5:1 or 7:1 more appropriate for their context.
The important principle is not the specific number but that consolidation time is structurally
budgeted, not deferred to “when there’s time.”

Design principle: Budget consolidation time structurally, not “when there’s time.” Teams that
run at 100% feature velocity accumulate technical debt until the system becomes unmovable.

3. Key Theorems for Engineers

3.1 OSCR Collapse (m6.th1) — The Failure Pathway

When governance self-assesses as OK:

Step 1: The system has unresolved tension (NOT OK at m2)
Step 2: Governance declares "the system is fine" (OK)
Step 3: > Governance is in BABL (from mé6.ax4)

(continues on next page)
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(continued from previous page)
Step 4: > Governance stops self-correcting
Step 5: » Cannot resolve the unresolved tension (m6.ax3 fails)
Step 6: > System fails (KO)

This is the formal derivation of “success breeds failure.” The mechanism is not mysterious: it
is a 6-step logical consequence of self-assessment failure.

Detection heuristic: When leadership says “we have the best processes” (OK), check whether
the processes have been recently tested against novel situations. If not, the system may be in
OSCR.

3.2 OSCR: Domain and Boundaries

OSCR models progressive systemic degradation through self-assessment failure. It does not
model design-time defects, latent single-point bugs, or acute update failures. Stating this
boundary is not a weakness — it is a requirement. A model that explains everything explains
nothing.

3.2.1 Cases That Fit OSCR

Boeing 737 MAX (2018-2019). Boeing decided the 737 MAX was “substantially equivalent” to
the 737 NG, eliminating the need for full type certification and extensive pilot retraining. This
was the over-simplification: nuance about aerodynamic differences was collapsed into a bi-
nary “same type” classification. The aerodynamic instability from the larger LEAP-1B engines
required MCAS (Maneuvering Characteristics Augmentation System) as a software workaround
— the over-complication, a patch on a simplification. MCAS was then deployed globally with
minimal pilot training — the over-reach, applying a patched system beyond its tested envelope.
When a single AoA sensor provided bad data, MCAS pushed the aircraft into a dive that pilots
were not trained to override. The 346 deaths were a direct consequence of OK self-assessment:
“the system is the same as before and it's fine”

Knight Capital Group (2012). Knight repurposed a dead code flag (the “Power Peg” flag) for a
new function in its trading system — over-simplification (assuming old code was irrelevant).
Deployment was performed manually across 8 servers; one server was missed, retaining the
old Power Peg code — over-complication (configuration surface had grown beyond reliable
manual management, but “we’ve always done it this way”). The system went live with incon-
sistent state across servers — over-reach (untested deployment declared production-ready).
The old code on the missed server executed millions of unintended trades. Knight lost $440
million in 45 minutes. The root cause was OK self-assessment of the deployment process.
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3.2.2 Cases That Do NOT Fit OSCR

Therac-25 Radiation Overdoses (1985-1987). The Therac-25's software had a race condition
causing massive radiation overdoses. At least 6 patients were injured or killed. OSCR does not
fit because the failure was not progressive drift: it was a single design decision made at the
start (removing hardware safety interlocks from the Therac-20 when moving to full software
control). The system did not gradually simplify then complicate; it was born with a lethal flaw.
This is a scope error (m1, TYPE stage) — safety-critical hardware interlocks were scoped out —
but not the OSCR progression. Leveson [Leveson, 2011] provides the appropriate framework
for design-time safety failures.

3.2.3 The CrowdStrike Distinction

CrowdStrike / Windows Outage (2024m07d19). A faulty channel file update to CrowdStrike's
Falcon sensor crashed approximately 8.5 million Windows machines. OSCR does not fit the
product (Falcon worked correctly before and after the bad update). However, OSCR may apply
to the update pipeline: the pipeline over-simplified (no staged rollout for kernel-level drivers)
and over-reached (pushed to all customers simultaneously). This product-vs-pipeline distinc-
tion is important: OSCR applies to the system whose self-assessment failed, which may be a
different system than the one that visibly broke.

3.3 Balospe Necessity (th4) — Why You Need Generalists

Theorem: Special-purpose automation cannot survive long-term without general-intelligence
governance.

By Ashby’s Law: The environment’s variety exceeds the automation’s variety. The gap grows
over time (mé6.ax5). Only an agent with open-ended variety (general intelligence) can bridge
the gap.

Engineering implication: Pure automation strategies (“we’ll automate everything and elimi-
nate human judgment”) are structurally doomed. The question is not whether human judg-
ment is needed but which decisions require it and how to make that judgment effective.

3.4 Compassion Capacity (th7) — Why Help Often Fails

The five-gate theorem applies to engineering support and incident response:

1. Gate 1 (Repair-History): You cannot help with a fault class you have never encountered
and resolved. On-call experience is not optional; it is a prerequisite.

2. Gate 2 (Scope Limitation): Your expertise is bounded. You have in-group (things you
know) and out-group (things you do not know). At the boundary, your help is noise.

3. Gate 3 (Other-Awareness): You must understand the specific system’s current state, con-
text, and trajectory. Generic advice applied to a specific system is optimization for the
wrong objective.

4. Gate 4 (Channel Quality): Even with expertise, awareness, and good intentions, if com-
munication is noisy (unclear runbooks, ambiguous alerts, team politics), help-capacity
collapses to zero.

The e7Day Model --- Systems Engineering 14 CC-BY 4.0, Jonah License



Balospe.com Study Matheo-b12-syseng-e7day-mmv5 Variant MMv5 | 2026m05d29

5. Gate 5 (Perpetual Learning): Senior engineers who stop learning become dangerous.
Their large scope (from prior experience) combined with frozen knowledge produces
“friendly fire” — confidently wrong advice at the boundary of their expertise. This is the
“supervillain theorem”: a former hero whose stale expertise does more harm than good.

Design principle: Build support systems that address all five gates, not just Gate 1 (hire expe-
rienced people). Invest in Gate 3 (system observability), Gate 4 (communication clarity), and
Gate 5 (continuous learning).

3.5 Dual-Nothing (th6) — The Bookends of Construction

VOID (undefined requirements) and TRUST (consolidation) are formally dual. Projects that
begin without defined requirements and end without consolidation have the same structural
property: nothing. But the two nothings are opposite in character.

VOID-nothing is maximally dangerous. A system with no defined requirements accepts any
demand. “Everything is in scope” is the canonical failure mode: the project that never says no,
never converges, and eventually collapses under the weight of unbounded expectations. In
engineering terms, VOID-nothing is the greenfield project with no spec, the startup that pivots
weekly, the committee that never defines its charter. The danger is not inaction but undirected
action — movement without constraint consumes resources without producing structure.

TRUST-nothing is maximally stable. A system that consolidates rests on what has been built,
not on what might have been. Null aggregation (m7.ax1) means TRUST adds no new construc-
tion — it is the rest that allows accumulated work to settle. In engineering terms, this is the
maintenance window, the sprint retrospective, the annual architecture review. The stability
comes from directed non-action — deliberately choosing not to add more, so that what exists
can be tested, repaired, and understood.

The asymmetry matters for design. VOID-nothing and TRUST-nothing bracket the construc-
tion cascade. The former is the problem; the latter is part of the solution. Projects that begin
atVOID and end at VOID (never defining scope, never consolidating) have genuinely built noth-
ing. Projects that begin at TYPE (defined scope) and end at TRUST (consolidation) have built
something durable. The practical implication: start by scoping (m1) and finish by resting (m7).
Both are structurally necessary and both are routinely skipped.

4. Design Patterns from the Model

41 The OK vs NOT OK Pattern

Problem: Every engineered system requires ongoing decisions about whether it is “good
enough.” The default human tendency is to declare OK and stop checking. This is BABL.

The dynamic framing: An engineered system in the real world is not a static artifact with a
certificate. Itis more like a crop growing in a field: it requires ongoing attention through chang-
ing seasons, and unless harvested at the right time, the harvest is destroyed. The question
is not “is this system OK?” (a static judgment) but “is this system currently cycling through
correction?” (a dynamic question).

The ZION cycle provides the structure for this ongoing correction:
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1. Zoning (seed): Define the scope of the current correction cycle. What are we checking?
What assumptions are we revisiting? What did VOID (m0) contain that we may have
ignored?

2. Investigating (feed): Gather data. Test assumptions against reality. Measure the OSCR
indicators (Section 4.3). Listen to the signals the system is producing.

3. Organizing (grow): Integrate findings. Update the system'’s self-model. Revise architec-
ture decisions, retire stale processes, address the tensions identified in the investigation.

4. Navigating (reap): Ship the corrections. Harvest the value of the cycle. Document what
was learned. Then start the next cycle — because seasons change.

Each cycle yields operational adequacy: “good enough for this harvest, for this season, under
these conditions.” This is the legitimate “go” decision that regulatory frameworks (FDA 510(k),
SOX, ISO 9001), contractual acceptance, and ship decisions require. It is bounded in scope and
time.

The BABL pattern is stopping the cycle. The deadly move is not making a go/no-go decision —
that is necessary. The deadly move is treating the go decision as the final word rather than as
this season’s harvest. A pharmaceutical company that receives FDA clearance and then stops
collecting efficacy and safety data has stopped cycling. A company that receives clearance
and continues systematic post-market surveillance — seeding the next correction cycle — is
still in ZION. The regulatory approval is the same; the epistemic commitment is different.

(0) BABL: Declare OK. Stop cycling. Stop collecting data. Declare the harvest permanent. Wait
for the next season to destroy what was not maintained.

(1) ZION: Acknowledge NOT OK. Keep cycling. Keep collecting data. Treat each harvest as a
waypoint, not a destination. Budget the next cycle structurally (the Shabbat pattern, Section
432).

Implementation: Decision records (ADRs) with mandatory review dates. The review date is
not metadata — it is the seed of the next ZION cycle, structurally committed at the moment of
the current cycle’s harvest.

4.2 The Shabbat Pattern

Problem: Technical debt accumulates because consolidation is always deferred.

Solution: Schedule periodic full-stop consolidation at multiple scales: daily (standup retro),
weekly (sprint retro), quarterly (architecture review), annually (strategy review). The 6:1 Shab-
bat ratio provides the budget Schelling point.

Why a Schelling point, not an optimum: The 6:1 ratio is not derived from an optimization
function. There is no proof that 6:1 is better than 5:1 or 7:1. Instead, 6:1 is a Schelling point —
a coordination focal point [Schelling, 1960] chosen for three properties:

1. Culturally resonant. The seven-day Shabbat pattern (six days of work, one day of rest)
is among the most widely recognized temporal structures in human culture. The Bib-
lical origin is acknowledged explicitly and intentionally: the pattern draws its erosion
resistance from cultural depth, not from mathematical derivation.

2. Memorable. “One in seven” is easier to defend in budget negotiations than “approxi-
mately 14.3% of capacity allocated to consolidation activities.”
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3. Resistant to erosion under feature pressure. A discrete ratio (6:1) is harder to nibble
away than a continuous percentage. “Skip the consolidation sprint” is a visible decision;
“reduce consolidation from 14.3% to 12.8%" is invisible.

Implementation: For every 6 sprints of feature work, 1 sprint of consolidation. For every 6
quarters of growth, 1 quarter of structural review. The Shabbat cycle is the smallest unit in
the Jubilee System’s multi-scale framework, which extends to 7-year architectural resets (see
paper a4, forthcoming).

Empirical calibration is future work. Different organizations may find 5:1 or 7:1 more appro-
priate. The important principle is not the specific ratio but that consolidation is structurally
budgeted.

4.3 The OSCR Detection Pattern

Problem: How do you detect OSCR before system failure?

OSCR is a general pattern — it describes a real, recurring failure mode. Detection can use
many methods, both analytical and heuristic. Heuristics are sometimes more useful because
they are faster, even if less rigorous. The indicators below are structured by measurability to
help engineering teams choose what to track.

Primary indicators (measurable):

- Configuration surface growth: Number of configuration parameters, environment vari-
ables, feature flags. In a healthy system, configuration surface tracks feature growth.
Rapid growth independent of features signals over-complication. (Best single proxy.
Tools: config file line count, env var count.)

- Onboarding time: Time for a new engineer to make a first meaningful contribution.
Rising onboarding time signals system complexity outpacing documentation and tooling.
(Reliable but lagging: measured monthly or quarterly.)

Secondary indicators (partially measurable):

- Hotfix-to-feature commit ratio: Ratio of hotfix/bugfix commits to feature commits over
arolling 90-day window. Rising ratio signals that the system is generating more problems
than it solves.

- Exception handler trends: Increasing exception handlers may signal over-complication
— but decreasing handlers may signal either cleaner code (good) or swallowed errors
(bad). Interpret with caution.

- Cyclomatic complexity trends: Rising complexity per module over time (SonarQube,
similar tools). Useful as a compound signal alongside other indicators.

Cultural signals (qualitative):

- “Works on my machine” frequency: Rising frequency signals divergence between devel-
opment and production environments — an over-simplification symptom.

- Scope creep language: “We can do that too” without impact assessment signals
over-reaching. “We've always done it this way” signals frozen self-assessment.

- Fossilized workarounds: “Temporary” fixes older than 6 months that have become
permanent infrastructure.  Count of workarounds with no removal date signals
over-complication.
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Additional indicators for future testing (from adversarial review, Grey Meadow #2):
- Mean time between “scope expansion” decisions
- Ratio of cross-team dependencies per feature (detects hidden coupling)
- Number of “temporary” workarounds older than 6 months

False-positive acknowledgment: The measurable indicators have non-trivial false-positive
rates (configuration can grow for legitimate reasons; hotfixes may reflect healthy rapid re-
sponse). Using compound indicators (multiple signals trending upward simultaneously) re-
duces false positives to perhaps 15-25% but reduces sensitivity. No single indicator is diag-
nostic; the pattern is in the combination.

Baseline guidance: In a healthy system, configuration surface growth tracks feature growth
linearly, onboarding time is stable or decreasing, and hotfix ratio is stable. Deviation from
these baselines warrants investigation, not alarm.

4.4 The UMP Monitoring Pattern

Problem: Alert fatigue destroys monitoring effectiveness.

The qualitative insight (from Shannon): Alert fatigue is an information-theoretic problem,
not a people problem. When noise exceeds signal in the monitoring channel, the channel’s
capacity for actionable information collapses — regardless of how attentive or well-trained the
on-call engineeris. This is a direct application of Shannon’s noisy channel theorem [Shannon,
1948]: the problem is in the channel, not in the receiver.

The 30% heuristic (an engineering rule of thumb): If more than 30% of alerts are
non-actionable, the monitoring system requires immediate attention. This threshold is a con-
servative engineering heuristic, not a derivation from Shannon. The number is chosen based
on industry benchmarks:

- Google SRE [Beyer et al., 2016]: recommends alert precision above 50% (fewer than 50%
non-actionable).

- PagerDuty data: Teams with more than 50% non-actionable alerts show significantly
worse Mean Time to Acknowledge. Degradation is gradual, not cliff-like.

- The 30% threshold is deliberately more conservative than industry norms: “If you are
already at 30% non-actionable, act before reaching the 50% level where empirical evi-
dence shows significant degradation.”

The exact threshold at which monitoring effectiveness degrades meaningfully varies by orga-
nization, team size, alert complexity, and operational context. The 30% heuristic is a starting
point for calibration, not a universal constant.

Implementation: Measure alert signal-to-noise ratio weekly. When it crosses the organiza-
tion’s calibrated threshold, stop adding alerts and start removing noisy ones. A monitoring
system with 10 high-quality alerts is more effective than one with 1,000 mixed-quality alerts.
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5. Discussion

5.1 The WoLC as a Maturity Model

The WolLC stages can be read as a maturity model for system design:
- Level 0 (VOID): No defined scope or architecture
- Level 1 (TYPE): Scope defined, but no type discipline
- Level 2 (EQUAL): Type system in place, but trade-offs not managed
- Level 3 (VALUE): Data architecture with circulation
- Level 4 (LOGIC): Process architecture with temporal reasoning
- Level 5 (CARE): Autonomous, self-managing services
- Level 6 (HOPE): Governance with NOT-OK self-assessment
- Level 7 (TRUST): Periodic consolidation structurally budgeted

Most mature organizations operate at Level 5 (good automation) but stumble at Level 6 (gov-
ernance that assumes its own adequacy) and Level 7 (consolidation deferred indefinitely).
The model predicts that systems which skip Levels 6 and 7 will eventually fail through OSCR,
regardless of how excellent their Level 5 automation is.

5.2 Comparison to Existing Maturity Models

WoLC compared to existing maturity models
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Model Levels Focus Relation to WolC
CMMI 5 (Initial > Opti- Process maturity Levels 1-5 loosely
mizing) correspond  to
WolLC 1-5. CMMI

“Optimizing”

(Level 5) is clos-
est to WolC
“HOPE” (Level
6). CMMI lacks
an explicit “rest”

level.
DORA / Acceler- 4 categories, no Delivery performance metrics  Orthogonal.
ate levels DORA measures

outcomes  (de-
ploy frequency,
MTTR); WolLC de-
scribes structure.

Complementary,

not competing.
Westrum typol- 3 (Pathological, Organizational culture Strongest over-
ogy Bureaucratic, lap. Pathological
Generative) =~ OK in denial.

Bureaucratic =
OK complacent.
Generative =
NOT OK (actively
correcting). WolLC
adds the mecha-
nism (OK vs NOT
OK  bifurcation)
that Westrum
describes  only
as a cultural
characteristic.
Spotify model Squads/Tribes/Ch: Organizational structure Minimal overlap.
ters/Guilds Spotify describes
topology, WolLC
describes episte-
mology.

What WolLC adds genuinely: Levels 6-7, the OK vs NOT OK mechanism as the make-or-break
variable, and the structural explanation of why generative cultures work (Westrum provides
description; WolLC provides mechanism).

What WolLC does not yet provide: An assessment instrument, transition guidance (how to
move from one level to the next), and empirical calibration. The WoLC maturity model is a con-
ceptual framework, not yet a practical assessment tool. Development of a formal assessment
instrument, transition playbooks, and empirical calibration across organizations are future
work. Section 5.3 offers a preliminary assessment questionnaire based on the death-trifecta
/ life-trifecta framework.
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5.3 Assessment Questionnaire: Death-Trifecta / Life-Trifecta

The following questionnaire applies two complementary tests at each WolLC level. The tests
operationalize the core BABL/ZION distinction:

(0) Death-trifecta test (BABL = Blindly Assuming Blind Leveraging): “Does this over-Simplify,
over-Complicate, or over-Reach?” Any one of the three is sufficient for BABL. This test comes
first because BABL is the default: systems drift toward self-destruction unless actively cor-
rected. The gravest concerns must be checked before anything else.

(1) Life-trifecta test (ZION = Zoning, Investigating, Organizing, Navigating): “Is this reason-
able, kind, and gentle — all three, for all sides, over the long term?” The order within the
life-trifecta matters:

- Reasonable = life-friendly over the long term. The system does not consume its own
substrate. Check this first: a system that is gentle and kind but unreasonable will destroy
itself and everyone who depends on it.

- Kind = equally balanced for all affected sides. The system does not privilege insiders over
outsiders, the powerful over the weak, the present over the future. Check this second: a
system that is reasonable and gentle but unkind will breed resentment and resistance.

- Gentle = stable under stress, smooth dynamic transitions. The system does not break
when pushed and does not impose unnecessarily harsh transitions. Check this last:
gentleness without reasonableness and kindness produces comfort for those already
well-off while BABL over-reaches against those not yet considered.

WoLC Assessment Questionnaire (Preliminary)
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Level
(0) Death-trifecta (1) Life-trifecta
Tree of Knowledge-faking decisions Tree of Life-giving decisions
BABL = Blindly Assuming Blind ZION = Zoning Investigating Organizing
Leveraging Navigating
Does this over-Simplify, Is this reasonable, Rind, and gentle?
over-Complicate, or over-Reach?
Any one = BABL. All three required = ZION possible.

0

(VOID) A : .
over-Simplify: Treating a wicked or Reasonable: Has the structure of what
super-wicked problem as tame. is not known been mapped before
Ignoring past failures. Assuming the defining scope? Are past failures
blank canvas is empty when it is full of  acknowledged?
unacknowledged structure. Kind: Have the concerns of all affected
over-Complicate: Mapping every parties been heard, including those not
conceivable concern into scope before  at the table?
any prioritization. Analysis paralysis as  Gentle: Is the transition from VOID to
a form of VOID worship. TYPE paced to allow genuine
over-Reach: Claiming to understand understanding, not rushed to satisfy a
the full problem space when the deadline?
problem is wicked by definition (no
definitive formulation exists).

1

(TYPE) N : N
over-Simplify: Excluding concerns that  Reasonable: Is the scope maintainable
will return as incidents. Scoping out over the long term? Can the system
safety, equity, or environmental impact ~ sustain what it promises?
because they are “not our department”  Kind: Is the scope inclusive of
over-Complicate: Including too much legitimate concerns from all affected
to deliver. Scope that no team can sides, including those with the least
realistically build within the cycle. power?
over-Reach: Claiming the scope covers  Gentle: Is the scope definition clear
systemic risks it was never tested enough that new stakeholders can
against. This is among the gravest understand it without insider
patterns in existence: the implicit knowledge?
assumption that “doesn’t eventually
destroy the world” is being tested for,
when in fact systemic risks are routinely
forgotten until they become
system-threatening.

2

(EQUAL

over-Simplify: Declaring the
PERFECT/PERFIDE trade-off “solved”
Pretending one typing strategy handles
all cases.

Reasonable: Are trade-offs reviewed
periodically? Is the management
sustainable?

Kind: Do the trade-offs balance the

ouer_complicate. Manag'ng trade-offs needs of different user oroups

The e7Day Mweth-a®ysteos exoeptirgns that accumulate

into an unmaintainable patchwork.

over-Reach: Imposing one domain’s
+vno tradeo-nffe Aan Aamaince thov wora

equitably?
Gentle: Are transitions between typing

strategies managed smoothly for
ayictino 11care?
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Scoring guidance: This is a diagnostic instrument, not a maturity certification. Each
death-trifecta “yes” identifies a potential OSCR entry point. The most dangerous death-trifecta
findings are at Level 0 (VOID: the problem was mischaracterized from the start), Level 1 (TYPE:
systemic risks were scoped out), and Level 6 (HOPE: governance stopped self-correcting).
These cascade: a death-trifecta at Level 0 or 1 poisons all downstream levels; a death-trifecta
at Level 6 prevents correction at all levels.

5.4 Future Work: e7Ch and e7Tr

The e7Ch model (forthcoming) formalizes the 7 stages of innovation adoption. The ZION cycle
(Zoning, Investigating, Organizing, Navigating) introduced in Section 41 is a preview: the full
e7Ch model develops these four stages into a complete innovation adoption framework. The
e7Tr model (forthcoming) maps the technology adoption lifecycle. Both connect to e7Day:
the e7Ch stages instantiate the 6+1 Shabbat periodicity at the innovation-cycle level, and e7Tr
maps how system constructions propagate through organizations.

6. Conclusion

The e7Day model provides systems engineers with a formal framework for understanding why
self-correction fails and how to design for it:

1. OSCR is the default. Over-simplification, over-complication, and over-reaching are the
natural trajectory of any system that stops self-correcting. OSCR models progressive
systemic drift — not all failure modes. Boeing 737 MAX and Knight Capital fit the pattern;
Therac-25 does not. Stated boundaries strengthen the model.

2. The EQUAL tension is permanent. Stop trying to eliminate the trade-off between type
integrity and type exchangeability. Design for ongoing management instead.

3. Self-assessment is the critical variable. Not technology, not process, not tooling —
self-assessment. (0) OK = BABL (death by default). (1) NOT OK = ZION prerequisite (narrow
escape through active cycling). Build governance that assumes incompleteness. Keep
the ZION cycle turning: seed, feed, grow, reap, repeat.

4. Restis structurally necessary. Budget consolidation. The 6:1 Shabbat ratio is a Schelling
point — a defensible, memorable coordination heuristic, not a derived optimum.

5. Alert fatigue is information-theoretic. Signal-to-noise ratio is a first-class system met-
ric. Shannon’s theorem provides the qualitative foundation; the 30% threshold is a con-
servative engineering heuristic, not a derivation.

6. Existing maturity models are complementary. WolLC adds the OK vs NOT OK mech-
anism and Levels 6-7 to the landscape occupied by CMMI, DORA, and Westrum. The
death-trifecta / life-trifecta questionnaire (Section 5.3) is a first step toward an assess-
ment instrument.

7. VOID is not empty. The structure of what is not known — past failures, wicked prob-
lems, ignored stakeholders — shapes everything that follows. Ignoring VOID is the first
over-simplification.
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The system is designed to be tested in engineering practice.

#AuditTheMath

Supplementary Info

Note

Floor-pour status (MMv5). This is the public-floor copy of the systems-engineering e7Day
paper, poured from HELL per the Floor Model (bug c103). The mmv5 marker is the uni-
form first-Matheo-release tag; the exact dated source and full development context live
in HELL (links below). The HUMANE and author-contribution statements below are a

down-payment, to be expanded later.

FLAG (floor pour 2026m05d29): the Broader Significance on the cover was authored during
this pour — none existed in the HELL source — and awaits LLoL's review.

HUMANE — working human and Al

This study was written HUMANELly (HUman MAchine Negotiation Encouraging): a human and
an Al each steelman and stress-test the work, and each catches what the other misses. For
the standard statement of Al use, accountability, and the practical singularity (PraS) behind
this way of working, see Matheo-b21.

- From the human side (LLoL): [down-payment stub — to expand.]

- From the Al side (Claude): [down-payment stub — to expand.]

Author contributions (who did what)

- LLoL — structure, key ideas, direction, and final accountability as senior corresponding
author (see title-page footnotes 4-5).

- Al Claude — drafting and revision under LLol's direction (footnotes 6-7).
- Everyone — the open co-author group (footnote 8); framework in Matheo-b21.

The full who-did-what is the same as Matheo-b12 (math), Appendix B, to be expanded per the
b21 framework.
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Provenance — where this came from in HELL

Caution

These HELL links point into the development archive (“datageddon”). They are useful and
related, but completeness is not guaranteed and a few may be imprecise. Treat as a hatch
into context, not a clean index.

- Source this floor copy was poured from: matheology/hell/mm/b/12/mmv3/
bl12-syseng_mmv3_2026m04d05

- Development context (llogs, reviews, prompts) under source/matheology/hell/
11/study/b/12/.

- Formal companion paper: Matheo-b12 (the e7Day axiom system, math presentation);
other lenses: Matheo-b12 (theophil / socpsy / intro); foundational model: Matheo-b11
(PET).

Note

Naming note (deferred floor tasks). This copy still carries old h*-era tokens in places
and deprecated in-text series references (e.g. “Matheo-b12"); unifying notation (h_star /
h_zero / h_dark) and migrating citations are tracked floor tasks, deliberately not rushed
here.

Moved from the original cover (provenance)

The following draft-status note was relocated here from the cover area during the floor pour;
kept verbatim, as the cover must show only Title / byline / credentials / Broader Significance
|/ Abstract / Contents / Introduction.

Note

Draft status: MMv3r1-SysEng (2026m04d06). Revision r1 of the MMv3-SysEng draft in-
corporating LLoL's structural feedback. Key changes from MMv3: (1) Section 4.1 rewritten
from static three-level OKO distinction to dynamic ZION cycle framing (OK vs NOT OK); (2)
BABL-before-ZION ordering enforced throughout (death-trifecta first, life-trifecta second);
(3) Shabbat/Jubilee distinction corrected (6:1 is Shabbat, not Jubilee); (4) Section 5.3 as-
sessment table restructured (Level 0 added, death-trifecta column first, 3-keyword rows,
systemic risk in TYPE overreach); (5) wicked problems and super-wicked problems refer-
ences added. This is the systems engineering presentation of the e7Day model, written
for systems theorists, software architects, organizational designers, and engineers. Com-
panion papers present the formal derivations (Matheo-b12 (math)), theological context
(b12-theophil), psychological evidence (b12-socpsy), and a general introduction (b12-intro).
Draft by Claude Opus 4.6 (dv_ClaOp46_MMv3rl_syseng_2026m04d06).
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