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Broader Significance

Societies that most need to rebalance concentrated wealth and power are, by that very
concentration, least able to do so --- the redistribution paradox. This paper offers an
institutional-design reading of the Jubilee System as a way to address it: instead of waiting
for the wars, revolutions, and plagues that history shows have been the usual levellers, it
asks whether economic recalibration could be a scheduled critical juncture --- constitu-
tionally mandated, periodic, and designed to be nonviolent.

The argument engages the comparative-politics literature honestly: Acemoglu and Robin-
son on extractive versus inclusive institutions, Scheidel's evidence that only violence has
levelled before, Ostrom's commons-governance principles for a possible Jubilee Charter,
and Sharp's nonviolent-resistance methods. LLol's two-case resolution separates a first
reset (motivated by existential threat) from later ones (sustained, if at all, by competitive
advantage). A zaibatsu dissolution case is examined as the closest historical analogue.

The proposal is offered, not asserted. It has no precedent for voluntary comprehensive
redistribution, its enforcement is underdeveloped, and a real gap separates the formal
model from any implementable policy --- all stated plainly, with falsification criteria. The
system is designed to be critiqued, not believed.
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Abstract

Societies that need redistribution most are least able to achieve it, because those who benefit
from concentration control the institutions that would mandate redistribution. This is the
redistribution paradox — the central unsolved problem of comparative political economy.

This paper introduces the concept of scheduled critical junctures — the idea that institutional
resets can be constitutionally mandated rather than left to exogenous shocks — and presents
the Jubilee System as the proposed implementation. The concept is the contribution to com-
parative politics; the Jubilee System is the specific mechanism designed to make scheduled
critical junctures politically viable. The Jubilee System is not new: its structural template has
been a central text of all Abrahamic faiths for approximately 3,500 years (Lev 25), albeit ig-
nored for almost 70 Jubilee cycles. What is new is the formal derivation of its necessity and
the institutional design framework for its implementation.

Drawing on the formal JUB axiom system Matheo-b14 — which derives from first principles
that innovation economies without periodic recalibration converge to self-destruction (th8,
Binary Attractors) — this paper translates the formal results into the language of institutional
analysis.

The argument engages four literatures: (1) Acemoglu and Robinson’s theory of extractive ver-
sus inclusive institutions, where the Jubilee System provides a candidate mechanism for engi-
neering inclusive institutions rather than waiting for unpredictable critical junctures; (2) Schei-
del's Great Leveler thesis that only violence equalizes, where the existential threat of nuclear
roulette changes the historical calculation for the first time; (3) Ostrom’s commons gover-
nance principles, which provide the design framework for a Jubilee Charter; and (4) Sharp’s
nonviolent resistance methods, supplemented by Chenoweth and Stephan’s (2011) empirical
analysis, which provide the defense and coordination toolkit.

The paper presents LLol's two-case resolution of the voluntary-vs-coercive tension: the first
Jubilee is forced by existential threat (no viable alternatives); subsequent Jubilees are sus-
tained by competitive advantage (the Great Jubilee Race). A zaibatsu dissolution case study
provides the closest historical analogue to a designed periodic economic reset. Known weak-
nesses are cataloged honestly, including specific falsification criteria: no historical precedent
for voluntary comprehensive redistribution, underdeveloped enforcement mechanisms, and
the irreducible gap between formal derivation and implementable policy.

The system is designed to be critiqued, not believed. #AuditTheMath.
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1. Introduction: Scheduled Critical Junctures and the Redistribution
Paradox

The central paradox of political economy can be stated precisely: societies in which wealth and
power have concentrated to dangerous levels are, by that very concentration, the least capable
of redistributing voluntarily. Those who benefit from accumulation control the legislative,
judicial, and media institutions that would need to mandate redistribution. The more urgent
the need, the less likely the response.

This is not a new observation. Aristotle noted that oligarchies resist reform until revolution
forces it (Politics, Book V). Marx built an entire theory on the structural impossibility of volun-
tary redistribution under capitalism. Scheidel (2017) compiled the empirical evidence: across
five millennia, only mass-mobilization warfare, transformative revolution, state failure, and
lethal pandemics have substantially reduced inequality at societal scale. No voluntary mech-
anism has worked.

The standard response from political scientists is one of two postures. The first is resigna-
tion: inequality is structurally inevitable, and the best available strategy is incremental reform
through democratic politics — progressive taxation, antitrust law, social safety nets. The sec-
ond is revolution: the structures must be smashed and rebuilt. Both responses have been
tested extensively. Incremental reform erodes (the US top marginal tax rate declined from
91% in 1960 to 37% today). Revolution produces new extractive elites (the Soviet nomenklatura
replaced the Tsarist aristocracy; Michels' iron law of oligarchy operated with depressing relia-
bility).

1.1 A New Concept: Scheduled Critical Junctures

This paper proposes a third posture. Acemoglu and Robinson (2012) identified critical junc-
tures — the Glorious Revolution, the Black Death, decolonization — as the mechanism by which
extractive institutions transition to inclusive ones. But their framework treats critical junctures
as exogenous: historically contingent events that cannot be predicted or manufactured.

The concept of scheduled critical junctures asks: what if institutional resets could be consti-
tutionally mandated rather than left to exogenous shocks? What if societies could engineer
the transitions that Acemoglu and Robinson document as historically contingent?

This is the conceptual contribution to comparative politics. The concept is separable from any
particular implementation. But a concept without a mechanism remains academic.

The Jubilee System is the specific implementation the authors propose, but it is not the only
possible implementation of scheduled critical junctures. Sunset clauses, periodic constitu-
tional conventions, and mandatory wealth tax reviews are existing examples at smaller scales.
The Jubilee System itself operates at multiple timescales: the 50-year Jubilee cycle is punc-
tuated by three annual conference-celebration-festivals — Honoring the Past, Honoring the
Present, Honoring the Future — that serve as annual Schelling points for coordination, assess-
ment, and course-correction. These annual scheduled critical junctures demonstrate that the
concept is not limited to generational timescales but can operate at any scale where periodic
reassessment improves institutional performance.
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1.2 The Jubilee System as Implementation

The Jubilee System is the proposed implementation of scheduled critical junctures. It is not
new. The structural template — periodic economic recalibration on a7 x 7 + 1 =50 year cycle
— has been a central text of all Abrahamic faiths since Leviticus 25, approximately 3,500 years
ago. It has been ignored for almost 70 Jubilee cycles. What is new is: (a) the formal derivation
of its necessity from first principles (Matheo-b14, th8 Binary Attractors); (b) the institutional
design framework drawing on Ostrom’s commons governance principles; and (c) the defense
and coordination toolkit drawing on Sharp’s nonviolent resistance methods and Chenoweth
and Stephan’s (2011) empirical analysis.

The concept gives the paper academic credibility; the Jubilee System gives it practical force.
Neither is subordinated. The abstract “scheduled critical junctures” concept will not win pop-
ular support; Jubilees — with their 3,500-year heritage and built-in popular appeal — might.

1.3 Two Cases for Two Historical Moments

The paper addresses the redistribution paradox directly rather than assuming it away. It does
not propose a mechanism that requires the powerful to voluntarily relinquish power (which
they will not do). Instead, it proposes a constitutional framework that addresses the paradox
through two distinct mechanisms for two distinct historical moments:

1. The first Jubilee (the next one): forced by existential threat. When the alternative is ac-
cidental nuclear winter, the cost-benefit calculation changes even for those who benefit
most from the status quo.

2. Subsequent Jubilees: sustained by competitive advantage. Nations that implement pe-
riodic recalibration outperform those that do not, because recalibration prevents the
concentration-driven innovation collapse that th8 (Binary Attractors) predicts.

The theological framework that motivates the Jubilee System (Matheo-b14, the formal JUB
model) is summarized where necessary but is not the focus. The focus is institutional design:
how would a Jubilee Charter work? What enforcement mechanisms are needed? What does
the comparative politics literature say about the feasibility of periodic constitutional resets?

2. Why Nations Fail — and a Candidate Mechanism

Acemoglu and Robinson’s Why Nations Fail (2012) provides the dominant framework in com-
parative institutional analysis. The argument is well-known: nations fail because their insti-
tutions are extractive (concentrating power and wealth in the hands of a narrow elite) rather
than inclusive (distributing power and creating incentives for broad participation). The the-
ory is powerful. It explains the divergence between North and South Korea, between Nogales,
Arizona and Nogales, Sonora, between post-colonial success stories and post-colonial failures.

But Acemoglu and Robinson’s framework has a critical gap: it identifies what fails (extractive
institutions) and when transitions occur (critical junctures) but provides no mechanism for
engineering transitions from extractive to inclusive institutions. Critical junctures are treated
as historically contingent events that cannot be predicted or manufactured. The theory tells
you what to look for after the transition has occurred. It does not tell you how to cause one.
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North (1990) deepened the problem with the concept of path dependence: institutions cre-
ate constituencies that benefit from the status quo, who then defend the status quo against
reform. The more entrenched an extractive institution becomes, the harder it is to dislodge.

2.1 The Jubilee System as a Candidate Mechanism

The Jubilee System proposes a specific candidate mechanism: constitutionally mandated pe-
riodic recalibration that prevents extractive institutions from calcifying. Where Acemoglu and
Robinson’s critical junctures are unpredictable and often violent, Jubilee cycles are sched-
uled and peaceful. Both serve the same function — breaking path dependence — but through
fundamentally different means.

A direct comparison between critical junctures (observed historical patterns) and Jubilee cy-
cles (a proposed institutional design) would commit a category error. Instead, the more honest
framing compares two alternative futures:

Two Alternative Futures for Economic Rebalancing

Feature Future A: Emergent Rebalanc- Future B: Chartered Rebalanc-
ing ing

Framework Without Jubilee Charter With Jubilee Charter

Timing Unpredictable (left to exoge- Constitutionally scheduled
nous shocks)

Mechanism Wars, revolutions, plagues, Endogenous constitutional
state collapse (Scheidel 2017)  process

Violence Enormous human cost (histor-  Designed to be nonviolent
ically documented)

Outcome Contingent (may or may not Structured (recalibration to-

Path dependence
Historical precedent

produce inclusive institutions)
Broken by external force
Extensively documented (ex

ward life-trifecta)
Broken by internal design
Proposed (ex ante)

post)

Note: Future A is documented ex post (Scheidel 2017); Future B is proposed ex ante. The
comparison illustrates the design intent, not empirical equivalence.

The Jubilee System is a candidate mechanism, not a demonstrated one. The political condi-
tions for adopting the Jubilee Charter are themselves shaped by the extractive institutions it
aims to reform — the endogeneity objection that Acemoglu and Robinson would immediately
raise. The Case 1 argument (Section 41) responds: existential threat changes the cost-benefit
calculation even within extractive institutions, because elites cannot extract from a civilization
that no longer exists.

The formal foundation for the mechanism is Matheo-b14 theorem th8 (Binary Attractors): in-
novation trajectories converge to exactly one of two stable states — the river of life (all three
life-trifecta cords satisfied: reasonable for all over the long term, kind to all sides equally,
gentle in transition) or BABL (self-destruction through the OSCR mechanism: over-Simplifying,
then over-Complicating, then over-Reaching). There is no stable middle ground. Oscillation
(reform followed by erosion, the Kuznets cycle) buys time but cannot prevent eventual BABL
absorption, because in individual-based stochastic systems, zero is an absorbing state and
the probability of surviving N oscillation cycles goes to zero as N grows.
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In Acemoglu and Robinson’s terms: extractive institutions are the BABL attractor. Inclusive
institutions are the river-of-life attractor. The Jubilee System is the candidate mechanism that
keeps the system in the river of life by periodically resetting the concentration that would
otherwise drag it toward BABL.

2.2 Path Dependence as BABL Mechanism

North's path dependence and the JUB model's BABL algorithm describe sequential stages of
the same process. Path dependence identifies the first stages: institutions create constituen-
cies that defend the status quo through increasing returns. BABL describes the full trajectory:

1. Path dependence (persistence through increasing returns) -

2. Accumulation of work-arounds (OSCR over-complicating: each successful defense of
the status quo adds a new layer of institutional protection) >

3. Exhaustion of adaptive capacity (the complexity of reform exceeds the system'’s ability
to self-correct) >

4. BABL collapse (self-destruction through over-reaching when adaptive capacity is ex-
hausted).

North describes the first two stages. The JUB model’'s BABL algorithm describes the full trajec-
tory through all four. The connection is not identity but sequence: path dependence creates
the conditions for BABL by preventing the corrections that would keep the system on the
life-trifecta attractor.

Olson’s The Logic of Collective Action (1965) identifies the core mechanism of the first stage:
small, concentrated interest groups have stronger incentives and lower coordination costs
than large, diffuse publics. The beneficiaries of concentration can organize to defend their
advantages; those harmed by concentration cannot organize to challenge them. This is
over-complicating in action: each successful defense adds a new layer of institutional pro-
tection, increasing the complexity of reform while reducing the probability of success.

The Jubilee System addresses this by making the reset constitutional rather than political.
A constitutional mandate does not require annual political victories to maintain. It requires
a single constitutional moment — a Jubilee Charter — and then enforcement of that charter
against incremental erosion. The analogy is to democratic elections: democracies do not
re-debate whether to hold elections each cycle. The schedule is constitutional. The Jubilee
System proposes the same constitutional status for economic recalibration.

2.3 Overcoming Olson’s Collective Action Problem

Constitutional adoption itself faces Olson’s logic: constitutional amendments require the very
political organization that Olson shows is systematically biased toward concentrated interests.
How does the Jubilee Charter get ratified against organized resistance?

The Case 1argument (Section 41) provides the specific response to Olson: when the cost of in-
action is existential, even diffuse publics can organize. Chenoweth and Stephan (2011) provide
the empirical foundation: nonviolent campaigns succeed when they achieve approximately
3.5% active participation. For the Jubilee case, 3.5% of 8 billion is approximately 280 million —
achievable if the existential-threat argument motivates even a fraction of the approximately 1
billion people currently underemployed. This connects Sharp’s nonviolent resistance toolkit
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(Section 4.1) back to Olson’s collective-action analysis: the mechanism by which diffuse publics
overcome concentrated-interest resistance when the stakes are existential.

3. The Great Leveler — and Its Alternative

Scheidel’s The Great Leveler (2017) is the most serious empirical challenge to any voluntary
redistribution proposal. His thesis is stark: across recorded history, only four mechanisms
have substantially reduced inequality at societal scale:

1. Mass-mobilization warfare (the two World Wars)

2. Transformative revolution (the Communist revolutions)

3. State failure (collapse that destroys the elite alongside the state)
4

. Lethal pandemics (the Black Death, which killed enough laborers to shift bargaining
power)

Every other mechanism — progressive taxation, social democracy, labor unions, land reform
— has produced only modest, temporary reductions that erode once political conditions shift.
Scheidel’s conclusion: “only specific types of catastrophes have consistently forced down in-
equality” (p. 437).

3.1 The Innovation Theodicy's Response

The JUB model’s response to Scheidel is not to dispute the historical record but to reframe it.
Scheidel is correct about the past. The historical record is consistent with a world in which
no constitutionally mandated Jubilee System existed — just as the absence of peaceful power
transitions before 1688 is consistent with a world in which democratic constitutions had not
yet been invented. The mechanism did not exist, so the outcome did not occur.

This framing is honest about its limits: it is consistent with the evidence but not proven by it.
The question is whether humanity wants to try something genuinely new, or whether “more
of the same” gets to rule by the tyranny of the familiar. Every institutional innovation requires
a moment when the question shifts from “Why?” to “Why not?” — the moment when the cost
of inaction exceeds the cost of experimentation.

The constitutional “Why not?” vs. the revolutionary “Why not?” The Jubilee System’s
“Why not?” differs fundamentally from the revolutionary “Why not?” that has led to catas-
trophe throughout history. Violent revolutions over-simplify (no time to ask questions),
over-complicate (patching failures with more force), and over-reach (claiming mandate with-
out testing) — the OSCR death-trifecta. ResearchCity’s architecture is the opposite: every pro-
posal is tested incrementally against adversarial critique before implementation. The HEAVEN
paper series models this architecture: 8 papers, each subjected to multi-reviewer adversar-
ial review, with every weakness cataloged publicly. The constitutional “Why not?” is tested
against critique; the revolutionary “Why not?” substitutes zeal for analysis. The Federalist
Papers made this distinction; the Communist Manifesto did not.

The Jubilee System makes a testable prediction: a society that implements a constitutional
Jubilee System will achieve redistribution without Scheidel’'s Four Horsemen. The prediction
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has not been tested because the mechanism has not been implemented at scale. But the
absence of testing is not evidence of impossibility.

Three specific arguments strengthen the case:

3.2 The Existential-Threat Argument

Scheidel’s Four Horsemen all involve catastrophic destruction. But there has never before
been an existential threat as easy to understand as nuclear roulette. Previous generations
could afford to defer redistribution because the alternative (catastrophic war) was not existen-
tially terminal for the species. A world war in 1914 destroyed a generation but left civilization
intact. A nuclear exchange today risks ending civilization entirely.

The RiskyMADorMAP model (Matheo-b14, Section 6.2) estimates median time to BABL absorp-
tion at approximately 19 years based on Cold War data (4 near-miss nuclear crises in 40 years).
The model is formally equivalent to Michaelis-Menten enzyme kinetics: the substrate (nuclear
weapons) binds the enzyme (Earth) to form a complex (MAD crisis) that produces the product
(dead civilization) with some probability at each binding event.

The calculation has changed. For the first time in history, the cost of not redistributing is
existential. This does not guarantee that redistribution will occur — humans are capable of
choosing death over change — but it changes the cost-benefit analysis in a way that no pre-
vious generation faced.

The exclusivity trap. A typical academic fallacy in analyzing existential threats is what might
be called the exclusivity trap of provability: can you prove that this particular risk will kill
humanity? The implication is that if no single risk can be proven to be THE one that ends
civilization, each risk can be dismissed individually. The same analysis applies to every ex-
istential risk — nuclear war, Al misalignment, climate collapse, engineered pandemics. The
result: it may be possible to argue that neither this nor that nor any particular risk is most
likely to be the one that kills humanity — while the aggregated risk across all threats remains
near-certain to produce civilizational collapse.

The 5-Whys test: tracing existential risks to a common root. The “5-Whys” method (Ohno
1988) provides a rigorous diagnostic tool for tracing symptoms to root causes. Applied sys-
tematically across three categories of existential risk, it reveals a structural pattern:

Al risk — 5-Whys chain:

1. Why is Al risk existential? Because Al systems are being deployed in competitive races
without adequate safety testing.

2. Why are the races so competitive? Because economic incentives reward those who au-
tomate away labor fastest.

3. Why do those incentives dominate? Because those who already hold concentrated
wealth use Al to increase it further.

4. Why is this a problem? Because mass displacement of workers without alternative liveli-
hoods creates desperate populations alongside ungovernable concentrations of Al ca-
pability.

5. Why does this lead to existential risk? Because civilizational instability from massive
unemployment and concentrated capability creates the conditions for catastrophic mis-
calculation or deliberate misuse.
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Arms control — 5-Whys chain:

1.

Why do nuclear weapons exist? Because nation-states invested in maximum-destruction
capability for deterrence.

Why did they invest? Because geopolitical competition demanded strategic advantage.

Why is geopolitical competition so intense? Because economic blocs compete for re-
sources and influence in a zero-sum framing.

Why does economic competition escalate to existential risk? Because concentrated eco-
nomic interests fund the military-industrial capability that produces weapons of mass
destruction.

. Why can arms control not solve this? Because the concentrated economic interests that

profit from arms production resist disarmament — Olson’s collective-action logic applied
to military industry.

Pandemic preparedness — 5-Whys chain:

1.

Why did COVID-19 Rill disproportionately? Because access to healthcare, vaccines, and
information was unequal.

. Why was access unequal? Because healthcare systems are funded and distributed ac-

cording to wealth.

Why does wealth determine preparedness? Because disaster prevention is an invest-
ment, and those who control capital decide where investment goes.

Why do those with capital not invest in global preparedness? Because the costs are
diffuse and the benefits accrue to others — Olson’s collective-action problem applied to
public health.

Why is this a recurring pattern? Because from the Justinian Plague to COVID-19, the
poor die first and the wealthy can afford to delay action — until the scale overwhelms
everyone.

Connecting principle: In every chain, the 5-Whys trace leads to the same root: concentrated
economic power that benefits from the status quo resists the investment in disaster preven-
tion that would protect the common good. Those who would rather keep their money than
prepare the public for disasters they believe they will not face are saying “Why should | be my
siblings’ keeper?” — the precise inversion of the attitude that motivates the Jubilee System.
The Jubilee System is a commitment to be one’s nuclear siblings’ keeper, even in disagreement
with the policies of those nuclear siblings.

Alternative 5-Whys chains reaching different root causes are possible for each risk category.
The convergence demonstrated here does not prove that economic inequality is the sole root
cause but thatitis a common, addressable root cause — and that addressing it would mitigate
multiple existential risks simultaneously.
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3.3 The Wirtschaftswunder Prediction

Post-World-War-2 Germany provides an instructive empirical precedent. The destruction of
the war functioned as an involuntary economic reset: accumulated wealth was destroyed,
institutions were rebuilt from scratch, and the Marshall Plan provided external support for
reconstruction. The result was the Wirtschaftswunder — the German economic miracle of the
1950s and 1960s, one of the most rapid periods of economic growth in modern history.

The Wirtschaftswunder demonstrates that economic resets CAN produce extraordinary re-
newal. A voluntary Jubilee tests whether comparable renewal can be achieved without the
destruction. The enabling conditions differ significantly:

Conditions present in post-war Germany but absent in a voluntary Jubilee: (a) massive ex-
ternal capital injection (Marshall Plan: $13 billion, equivalent to approximately $150 billion
today); (b) geopolitical incentives for Western investment (Cold War competition); (c) forced
labor of displaced persons in the early reconstruction phase.

Conditions present in a voluntary Jubilee but absent in post-war Germany: (a) preserved
infrastructure and institutional knowledge (no destruction phase); (b) a growing global pool
of people seeking meaningful work — a fraction that Al-driven displacement is increasing;
(c) Al augmentation of research and institutional design capacity; (d) ResearchCity’s role in
coordinating external support for developing nations scaling up their Jubilee participation.

This is a testable prediction, not a certainty. If the first Jubilee does not produce economic
renewal comparable to post-war recoveries, the model’s practical predictions are challenged.

3.4 Honest Acknowledgment

This is the paper’'s most vulnerable claim. Scheidel's thesis may reflect not historical contin-
gency (the mechanism was absent) but structural impossibility (the mechanism cannot work).
The absence of historical precedent for voluntary comprehensive redistribution at societal
scale is a genuine weakness, not a rhetorical challenge to be dismissed.

Three responses, in ascending order of strength:

1. The analogy response: Democratic constitutions had no historical precedent before
1688. Constitutional federalism had no precedent before 1787. The absence of prece-
dent is not evidence of impossibility for institutional innovations.

2. The existential-threat response: No previous generation faced species-level extinction
from a failure to redistribute. Changed stakes may produce changed behavior.

3. The competitive-advantage response: Nations that implement the Jubilee System will
outperform those that do not (th8 prediction), creating selection pressure that spreads
the institution through demonstration rather than imposition. This is the mechanism
that sustains subsequent Jubilees (Section 4, Case 2).

None of these responses is conclusive. The honest assessment: the claim is plausible and
untested, not proven. Scheidel's thesis stands as the strongest available counter-evidence.
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3.5 Case Study: Japan’s Zaibatsu Dissolution

The closest historical analogue to a designed periodic economic reset is post-war Japan'’s za-
ibatsu dissolution under the US occupation (1945-1952). The zaibatsu — Mitsui, Mitsubishi,
Sumitomo, Yasuda, and smaller conglomerates — were family-controlled industrial combines
that dominated Japan’s pre-war economy. SCAP (Supreme Commander for the Allied Powers,
under General MacArthur) dismantled them through a series of directives: the holding com-
panies were dissolved, stock ownership was distributed, and interlocking directorates were
prohibited.

Measurable economic outcomes. Japan’s post-war economic growth — averaging nearly 10%
per year from 1950 to 1973 — is among the most sustained in modern history. The dissolu-
tion contributed to this by freeing entrepreneurial energy: new firms (Sony, Honda, Panasonic)
emerged in the space the zaibatsu had occupied. Competition increased. Innovation diversi-
fied. The Japanese economic miracle of the 1960s and 1970s was built, in significant part, on
the foundation of a designed wealth redistribution.

Counter-evidence. The dissolution was incomplete. The zaibatsu partially reconstituted as
keiretsu — looser, bank-centered business groups that maintained many of the old coordi-
nation patterns. Japan’s economic stagnation since the 1990s may reflect, in part, the failure
to complete the dissolution — a warning that designed resets require ongoing institutional
vigilance, not one-time intervention. Most critically, the dissolution was imposed externally
(by an occupying power), not adopted constitutionally. This limits its direct applicability as a
precedent for voluntary implementation.

Relevance to the Jubilee System. The zaibatsu case demonstrates that designed wealth redis-
tribution can produce sustained economic growth —when combined with institutional support
for entrepreneurship and competition. It also demonstrates the limits: external imposition
without constitutional entrenchment invites reconstitution. The Jubilee System proposes to
address both: periodic recalibration (preventing reconstitution) through constitutional man-
date (not external imposition).

Brief note on the Shemita precedent. Israel’'s Shemita (sabbatical year), dating at least to
Nehemiah's time (5th century BCE), represents the earliest documented constitutionally man-
dated periodic economic mechanism. Modern observance is primarily agricultural and reli-
gious rather than economic, and the historical record is too sparse to satisfy modern com-
parative analysis. The precedent is noted for completeness: the concept of constitutionally
mandated periodic economic recalibration has existed for approximately 2,500 years.

4. The Voluntary-vs-Coercive Resolution

The deepest structural tension in the Jubilee System is between the non-coercion principle
(ax17: God guides but does not force) and the recalibration mandate (ax25: periodic redistri-
bution is necessary). If redistribution is necessary but cannot be coerced, how does it happen?

LLol's resolution distinguishes two fundamentally different cases.
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41 Case 1— The First Jubilee (the Next One)

The first proper Jubilee — the next one, the first since the principle was recorded in Leviticus 25,
almost 70 Jubilee cycles ago — is simpler than the general case because no viable alternatives
exist. All who wish to avoid accidental nuclear winter are encouraged to join. Those with
significant resources who claim to have a better way to avoid existential catastrophe are invited
to transparently present their alternatives with the respective mathematics. #AuditTheMath
will evaluate them. If no superior alternative is found, the situation reduces to Jeff’'s wager
(Pascal's wager applied to this world): the expected value of joining exceeds the expected
value of refusing, regardless of the probability assigned to the Jubilee System’s success.

What about those who refuse? Some may choose death over change. In that case, it falls to
those who choose life to defend their position — gently, kindly, reasonably, and nonviolently.
Gene Sharp compiled the methods for this defense:

- Sharp and Jenkins (2016), Civilian-based Defense

- Sharp (2012), From Dictatorship to Democracy

- Sharp (2012), Sharp'’s Dictionary of Power and Struggle
- Sharp and Jenkins (1992), Self-reliant Defense

- Sharp and Paulson (2005), Waging Nonviolent Struggle

Sharp’s central insight applies directly: power depends on consent. The powerful are pow-
erful only because others comply. Systematic, coordinated withdrawal of compliance — the
foundation of all nonviolent resistance — is the mechanism by which those who choose life
defend against those who choose the status quo.

The coordination problem: POAATAD. Against diffuse economic concentration, traditional
nonviolent resistance faces a targeting problem — there is no single dictator to confront.
Myriads of tiny consumer decisions are individually powerless unless coordinated. The Ju-
bilee System addresses this through coordinated advocacy: the POAATAD mechanism (SD3,
gnp/mmv3) creates a limited 1-year power of attorney through which contributors authorize
ResearchCity to advocate for averting existential disaster. At approximately $8/year/person
($1 minimum), this creates a coordination platform aggregating diffuse consumer, worker, and
citizen preferences into actionable collective pressure. If successful, this creates an advocacy
institution dedicated to transparent ethical business standards — a Limited Liability Charitable
Company model staying dedicated to evolving ethical practices that shareholder-value-bound
companies cannot.

The distinction between advocacy and resistance. The classification of POAATAD as “advo-
cacy” rather than “resistance” assumes that “the system” is the visible institutional structure.
In a BABL world, the real system is the invisible algorithm of blind uncoordination — the pre-
dictable failure of diffuse publics to coordinate, which concentrated interests exploit via the
law of large numbers. Bad actors rely on this: they can predict uncoordination using the law
of large numbers with high confidence. The moment someone shows up and coordinates in
a determined and intelligent way to critique blind policies designed to perpetuate blindness,
they break out of the infinite loop of BABL blindness and step outside the system — even
without doing anything traditionally seen as “radical”

Determined, intelligent, transparent coordination to critique blind policies IS resistance
against the invisible BABL algorithm — even when operating through existing institutional
channels. Working gently, kindly, reasonably within existing institutions to dismantle step by
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step their institutional self-blinding is dismantling the zero-day vulnerabilities that the BABL
algorithm introduces into every uncoordinated population.

ResearchCity is a novel institutional form — neither company nor government nor university
nor advocacy group nor think tank, yet drawing on all of these simultaneously. The economies
of scale leveraged by combining these functions under radical transparency change the coordi-
nation landscape in ways that traditional categories of advocacy vs. resistance do not capture.
Al companies today glimpse this power (hence the race to AGI), but without the transparency
rigor introduced here, their attempts are BABL algorithms destined for self-destruction.

Gene Sharp’s methods remain the essential toolkit for giving ResearchCity teeth: proposing
specific nonviolent actions to expose bad players who would otherwise remain hidden behind
the anonymity of aggregate uncoordination.

Chenoweth and Stephan'’s success conditions. Chenoweth and Stephan (2011) establish that
nonviolent campaigns succeed when they achieve approximately 3.5% active participation,
when security forces defect, and when the movement maintains discipline. For the Jubilee
case: (a) 3.5% of 8 billion is approximately 280 million — achievable if the existential-threat
argument motivates even a fraction of the approximately 1 billion people currently underem-
ployed. (b) “Security forces defect” translates to: economic elites who see the BABL trajec-
tory choose participation over resistance. (c) Movement discipline is maintained through the
HEAVEN series’ adversarial review architecture — every proposal is tested before implementa-
tion, preventing the zealous over-reach that destroys undisciplined movements.

The translation of “security forces defect” to economic contexts is imperfect. Security forces
defect through moral agency in crisis moments; economic actors respond to structural in-
centive changes. In the BABL framework, the analogous shift is from blind compliance with
uncoordinated default behavior to active participation in coordinated transparency — a shift
in seeing, not merely in choosing. Case 2's competitive-advantage mechanism provides the
structural incentive; the transparency and adversarial review that makes the BABL trajectory
publicly undeniable provides the catalyst for the shift in seeing.

ResearchCity’s STa5-CAN stadion is dedicated to evolving nonviolent resistance methods, in-
cluding development of the AIPTO (Atlantic Indian Pacific Treaty Organization) — a proposed
global alternative to NATO aimed at transitioning member states from hard-war to soft-war
(see AIPTO draft, gnp/mmv3). Chenoweth and Stephan (2011) is added to the references.

4.2 Case 2 — Subsequent Jubilees (After the First Succeeds)

After the first Jubilee succeeds, the voluntary nature changes. The existential threat that forced
Case 1 will be resolved (nuclear roulette and the other existential risks addressed through
comprehensive global coordination). Subsequent Jubilees cannot rely on existential urgency.

The mechanism shifts to competitive advantage: the Great Jubilee Race. Nations compete to
organize the most effective Jubilee cycle, measured by the Lazy Updating Algorithm (Ehlert and
Loewe 2014) — a quantitative framework originally developed for efficiently propagating de-
pendency updates in stochastic simulations, here applied to assessing the quality of periodic
recalibration.

The institutional framework for the Great Jubilee Race includes:

1. An international Jubilee Charter that (a) ensures the Great Jubilee Race is repeated in
improved form every 50 years, and (b) ensures that ResearchCity provides preparation
support to all participating nations.
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2. Voluntary participation in preparation. Nations that opt out demonstrate by real-world
consequences whether they can do better without periodic recalibration.

3. Competitive selection pressure. The prediction of the Jubilee hypothesis: nations that
refuse to participate will simply not perform as well over the long term as nations that
decide to join, because unaddressed concentration degrades innovation capacity (th8).

The analogy: Machines need regular maintenance to avoid breaking. Democracies need reg-
ular elections to avoid dictatorships. Innovation economies need regular proper Jubilees to
avoid eventual self-destruction by misguided innovation. The Jubilee System is to economic
policy what periodic elections are to political governance: a constitutionally scheduled mech-
anism that prevents the accumulation of structural power beyond the system’s capacity to
self-correct.

4.3 The Game-Theoretic Foundation

The transition from Case 1to Case 2 has a formal game-theoretic foundation. In the absence
of a credible commitment mechanism, cooperation on redistribution is a Prisoner’s Dilemma:
defection (retaining accumulated advantage) is the dominant strategy for every individual
actor. This is why Scheidel’s Four Horsemen are the only historical mechanism — they function
as exogenous shocks that change the payoff matrix.

Matheo-b13 theorem th6 (the Commitment Trichotomy) provides the endogenous mechanism.
When a genuine volunteer makes an irrevocable NOT-OK commitment — a credible, transpar-
ent, and costly signal that they reject the status quo — the game structure transforms from
a Prisoner’s Dilemma into an Assurance Game. In an Assurance Game, cooperation is a Nash
equilibrium: once enough actors cooperate, each individual's best response is to cooperate
as well.

The bridge to geopolitics is direct. The current global equilibrium is MAD (Mutually Assured
Destruction) — a Prisoner’'s Dilemma. The Jubilee System proposes MAP (Mutually Assured
Progress) — an Assurance Game where cooperation becomes rational because a credible com-
mitment mechanism (the Jubilee Charter) exists and a volunteer has demonstrated its viability.

Schelling (1960) provides the theoretical foundation: focal points and credible commitments
can transform game structures. Spence (1973) provides the signaling mechanism: costly, ob-
servable actions by the volunteer make the commitment assessable. The combination trans-
forms collective-action failure into coordinated cooperation.

5. Constitutional Design for the Jubilee

If the Jubilee System is to function as a constitutional mechanism rather than a utopian as-
piration, it needs institutional design comparable in rigor to democratic constitutions. This
section draws on comparative constitutional law and Ostrom’s commons governance princi-
ples to sketch the design requirements.
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5.1 The Jubilee Charter as Constitutional Instrument

A Jubilee Charter is the constitutional instrument that mandates periodic recalibration. By
analogy with democratic constitutions, it must specify:

- Periodicity: When recalibration occurs (the Jubilee System’s structural template: 7 x 7 +
1 =50 years, with Shabbat sub-cycles of 6 work + 1 rest at smaller scales).

- Scope: What is recalibrated (accumulated structural advantages, not personal property
or human capital).

- Process: How recalibration is conducted (collective-choice procedures within each par-
ticipating unit).

- Enforcement: What prevents erosion (constitutional entrenchment, judicial review, civil
society monitoring).

- Amendment: How the Charter itself evolves (meta-constitutional procedures for improv-
ing the recalibration mechanism).

The periodicity is not arbitrary. The formal JUB model (Matheo-b14 Section 5.2) provides a
6-step argument chain for why recalibration must be periodic rather than continuous: (1) errors
accumulate monotonically during operation; (2) continuous correction cannot prevent thresh-
old crossing because correction itself generates new errors; (3) only periodic full-stop con-
solidation reduces accumulated noise below threshold:; (4) periodic reset is a Schelling-point
coordination equilibrium resistant to political erosion; (5) BABL exit requires finite perturba-
tion, not infinitesimal adjustment; (6) system-level periodic reset mirrors the individual-level
perpetual reset (Matheo-b13 mo0.ax5).

The specific period length (50 years) is the Torah’s structural template, not a formally derived
constant. Deriving optimal periodicity is future work. But the argument for periodicity itself —
as opposed to continuous redistribution — rests on the formal derivation from Matheo-b12 th5
(Rest Necessity) and the empirical observation that continuous mechanisms erode politically.

Enforcement timeline. The approximately 19-year RiskyMADorMAP estimate is a statistical
midpoint, not a deadline. The actual timeline could be weeks or decades. ResearchCity's
stage model compresses institutional development into approximately 4.7 years of rigorous
evolutionary iteration (7 stages x 8 months each: 6 months intense research + 1 month setup
+ 1 month wrap-up), drawing on centuries of accumulated scholarship integrated through
Al-assisted research. This is faster than historical constitutional development but slower than
crisis management — by design.

5.2 Comparison with Democratic Constitutions

Democracies enforce periodic transfer of political power through institutional mechanisms:
- Term limits prevent indefinite incumbency.
- Independent judiciary checks executive and legislative overreach.
- Free press and civil society monitor compliance.
- Military subordination to civilian authority prevents coups.

- Constitutional entrenchment makes the rules harder to change than ordinary legisla-
tion.
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The Jubilee Charter needs analogous mechanisms for periodic transfer of economic opportu-
nity:

- Jubilee cycles (analogous to term limits) prevent indefinite accumulation.

- Independent assessment (analogous to judiciary) checks whether recalibration has
achieved its intended effects.

- Radical transparency (analogous to free press) ensures information about concentration
is publicly available.

- No violent coercive capacity (analogous to civilian control) prevents the recalibra-
tion mechanism itself from becoming an instrument of extraction. The Jubilee Sys-
tem exercises legitimate democratic economic pressure (taxation) without possessing
a monopoly on force.

- Charter entrenchment (analogous to constitutional amendments) makes the recalibra-
tion schedule harder to erode than ordinary economic policy.

The comparison reveals both the strength of the analogy and a structural difference that must
be addressed honestly. Political power is approximately binary: you hold office or you do not.
Economic power is continuous and distributed: wealth, influence, and structural advantage
exist on a spectrum with no natural boundary. Enforcing periodic transfer of a binary quantity
(office) is structurally simpler than enforcing periodic redistribution of a continuous quan-
tity (accumulated economic advantage). Democratic constitutions took centuries to develop
effective enforcement even for the simpler binary case.

The e7Day model (Matheo-b12, Day 2/EQUAL stage) addresses this directly: every system that
maps continuous reality to discrete categories incurs irreducible information loss. The Jubilee
Charter must define thresholds (what level of accumulation triggers recalibration, what counts
as “reset”), and every such threshold is a Real-to-Int mapping that loses information. This is
not a defect of the Jubilee System specifically — it is a structural feature of any governance
system that applies discrete rules to continuous reality. Democratic constitutions face the
same problem (what counts as a “majority”? what counts as “due process”?) and solve it
through institutional practice and judicial interpretation over time.

Ackerman’s constitutional moments. Bruce Ackerman (1991) argues that constitutional trans-
formation requires special periods when the public is unusually attentive to fundamental
questions. Ackerman’s theory is descriptive, not prescriptive. This paper uses it to argue that
the current moment has the structure of a constitutional moment; whether it becomes one
depends on events, not on this paper’s argument.

The Jubilee Charter is a design proposal, not a proven institution. But the form of the de-
sign problem is identical to the problem solved by democratic constitutions: how to mandate
periodic resets of accumulated structural power against the resistance of those who benefit
from accumulation. The continuous nature of economic power makes the problem harder, not
different in kind.

Differences that matter (Federalist Papers analogy). The structural parallel between the
HEAVEN paper series and the Federalist Papers illuminates and also misleads. Hamilton, Madi-
son, and Jay addressed an already-convened Constitutional Convention with authority to rat-
ify. No equivalent ratifying body currently exists for the Jubilee Charter. The 1787 moment was
national; the Jubilee requires international coordination. These differences are genuine and
structural, not cosmetic. The analogy holds at the level of form (formal arguments for un-
precedented institutional design); it breaks at the level of mechanism (ratification pathway).
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5.3 The Seven Anti-Oligarchy Safeguards

Michels’ Political Parties (1911) established the iron law of oligarchy: every organization tends
toward oligarchy regardless of its democratic aspirations. If the Jubilee System creates insti-
tutions (ResearchCity, Stadia), those institutions will tend toward oligarchy.

The JUB model proposes seven safeguards designed to mitigate (not eliminate) this tendency:

1. Distributed authority across 1,600 semi-autonomous Stadia. No single node controls
the network.

2. Funding caps of approximately $8/year/person/Stadion, preventing any single funder
from purchasing disproportionate influence.

3. Periodic orientation switches (A < O in the Jubilee Carta), alternating between accumu-
lation and distribution phases.

4. Radical transparency via the ReRaft knowledge architecture, ensuring decisions and
their rationales are publicly auditable.

5. No violent coercive capacity (no monopoly on force). The Jubilee System has no police,
no army, no enforcement apparatus. Compliance depends on voluntary participation
and competitive advantage. The economic levy IS a graduated sanction — it is demo-
cratic, non-violent, and legitimate — but it is coercive. The Jubilee System exercises
legitimate democratic economic pressure without possessing a monopoly on force.

6. “Walking on 2 legs” architecture (ArkCity/OrkCity): two parallel structures, each serving
as a check on the other.

7. 7TrackRole rotation preventing elite calcification by ensuring that individuals cycle
through different functional roles over time.

Honest assessment: these safeguards mitigate but cannot mathematically guarantee against
Michels’ iron law. Every prior anti-oligarchy design has eventually been captured. The safe-
guards reduce the probability and speed of capture. Whether they are sufficientis an empirical
question that can only be answered by implementation.

5.4 Testing Against Ostrom'’s Design Principles

Ostrom'’s Governing the Commons (1990) identified eight design principles for long-surviving
commons governance institutions. Testing the Jubilee Charter design against these principles
reveals both alignment and tension:

The commons defined. The common-pool resource governed by the Jubilee Charter is the
aggregate stock of structural economic advantage — accumulated wealth, institutional ac-
cess, and innovation capacity — that, left unredistributed, produces the concentration dynam-
ics that th8 predicts will converge to BABL. The first 12 Stadia (STa1-EVX through STb12-FUN)
form a tightly integrated nucleus with defined topical arenas (see Transwarp Key overview,
gnp/mmv3). Full boundary specification requires ongoing negotiation within ResearchCity and
is acknowledged as future institutional design work.

Jubilee Charter vs. Ostrom'’s Principles
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Ostrom Principle Jubilee Charter Design Assessment
1,600 Stadia with defined topi- Partially — HELD  (full
1. Clearly defined . _ : - - )
. cal arenas; commons = aggre- boundaries require on
boundaries

2. Congruence with lo-
cal conditions

3. Collective-choice
arrangements

4. Monitoring

5. Graduated
tions

sanc-

6. Conflict-resolution
mechanisms

7. Minimal recognition
of rights to organize

8. Nested enterprises

gate structural economic advan-
tage; first 12 Stadia form integrated
nucleus

Semi-autonomous Stadia adapt
rules to local context

FiShFus  governance  function
ensures affected individuals par-
ticipate in modifying operational
rules; 7TrackRole rotation prevents
elite capture of the participation
mechanism

ReRaft architecture provides radi-
cal transparency

Economic levy is a graduated sanc-
tion: democratic, non-violent, and
legitimate. No violent coercive ca-
pacity (no monopoly on force)

ResearchCity
decision-support

provides

Walking-on-2-legs architecture
supports self-organization

1,600 Stadia nested within the
Great Jubilee Race framework

going negotiation)

HELD

Partially HELD (FiShFus
requires detailed specifi-
cation)

HELD (design only; not yet
implemented)

HELD (the Jubilee Sys-
tem exercises legitimate
democratic economic
pressure while safeguard
#5 prevents monopoly on
force)

Partially HELD (mecha-
nisms unspecified)

HELD

HELD

Missing Ostrom concepts. Ostrom’s later work — Understanding Institutional Diversity (2005),
the Institutional Analysis and Development (IAD) framework, and the Social-Ecological Systems
(SES) framework — moved substantially beyond the 1990 design principles. A full institutional
analysis would apply the IAD framework to the Jubilee Charter's multi-level rule structure (con-
stitutional, collective-choice, and operational rules at different levels). The present analysis
uses the 1990 design principles as a first-order assessment; deeper engagement with IAD and
SES is future work.

Polycentric governance. The paper claims that 1,600 semi-autonomous Stadia constitute
polycentric governance. Polycentric governance (V. Ostrom 1999) requires four conditions:

(1) Multiple centers of decision-making: Clear. 1,600 Stadia.

(2) Overlapping jurisdictions: Created by the inter-woven nature of the problems to be solved.
Example: STa1-EVX (Evolvix) must take input from all stadia and is evaluated by all on delivery;
STa2-WWV (pandemic preparedness) tells STal what computing solutions it needs, while all
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stadia ask STa2 what they should do for pandemic preparedness. Overlap is a matter of degree:
since there are few degrees of separation between most pressing problems, most stadia share
operational concerns.

(3) Competition among governance units: The Great Jubilee Race provides long-term com-
petition. Short-term competitions supplement this, including competition for $8/yr/person
contributions: people specify which stadion they wish to support, creating preference signals
that are informative even if not binding when other needs take priority.

(4) Coordination without hierarchy: Governance in ResearchCity is an “epiocracy, defined by
the rule of gentle kind reasonableness”” The coordination mechanism is: (i) Truth always wins
by finding the solution most reasonable for all over the long term, then most kind to all sides
equally, then most gentle in transition. (ii) Where unclear, all parties work together. (iii) Where
they fail, Stadion leaders intervene. (iv) If still unresolved, h0=h* decides to avoid deadlock —
but the entire decision trail is public and transparent, preventing secretive special interests.

The epiocracy mechanism is structurally hierarchic: when parties cannot resolve disagree-
ments, authority flows upward to hO=h*. This is a benevolent-dictator mechanism under rad-
ical transparency — or, more precisely, an emperor who really has no clothes: h*'s authority is
perpetually naked to scrutiny, and any departure from gentle-kind-reasonable first principles
is immediately visible.

Four mitigating factors constrain this hierarchy:

(a) h*'s position is structurally identical to that of one stadion, since every stadion can claim
to be affected by any decision and therefore has standing to challenge h*'s reasoning.

(b) h* is under obligation to produce proofs or reasonable arguments from first principles —
not to appeal to past authority. “Was right before” is not a valid argument in the epiocracy
framework.

(c) h*is also h0, and in grave danger of becoming h/ (the BABL perversion of h*). The trans-
parent binding back to first principles is the defense against this: any drift toward BABL is
immediately visible to all 1,600 stadia.

(d) Formalization of fully non-hierarchic coordination mechanisms is acknowledged as priority
future work. The current design is a necessary starting point, not the final state.

The Stadia architecture satisfies polycentricity conditions (1)-(3). Condition (&) is satisfied only
partially: the coordination mechanism is hierarchy-with-transparency, not fully polycentric
governance. Whether the gentle-kind-reasonable checking from all perspectives can eventu-
ally replace the h* fallback with genuinely non-hierarchic coordination is an open research
question.

Overall, the Jubilee Charter aligns with or partially satisfies all 8 of Ostrom’s design principles.
The areas of incompleteness (boundary specification, FiShFus detail, conflict resolution, and
the condition (4) hierarchy-to-polycentricity transition) must be addressed before the design
can be considered mature.
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6. The Federalist Papers Analogy and the Adoption Mechanism

The HEAVEN paper series (Matheo-b11through Matheo-b14, with four more forthcoming) can be
understood as a modern equivalent of the Federalist Papers: a series of arguments, grounded
in formal reasoning, for a constitutional innovation that has no historical precedent but is
structurally necessary.

The precedent problem. Hamilton, Madison, and Jay faced the same objection the Jubilee
System faces: “This has never been done before” No nation had ever established a federal
republic with separated powers, judicial review, and a Bill of Rights. The Federalist Papers
responded with formal arguments about institutional design rather than historical precedent.

The scale problem. The Constitutional Convention proposed governance for a continent-scale
republic. Conventional wisdom held that republics could only function in small, homogeneous
city-states (Montesquieu’s thesis). Federalist 10 (Madison) directly engaged the scale objec-
tion. The Jubilee System faces an analogous scale challenge: can periodic economic recali-
bration work at global scale? The answer, like Madison’s, rests on structural arguments, not
precedent.

The anti-Federalist response. The Federalist Papers were answered by anti-Federalists who
raised legitimate concerns about centralized power. The Constitution was adopted with
amendments (the Bill of Rights) that addressed those concerns. The Jubilee Charter should
expect and welcome analogous critique. The seven anti-oligarchy safeguards (Section 5.3) are
the Jubilee equivalent of the Bill of Rights.

6.1 The Adoption Mechanism: Bootstrapping from Outside

The most serious objection to the Jubilee System’s adoption pathway is the circularity of trust:
nuclear-armed nations have been deceiving each other for so long that any proposal originat-
ing from one will be met with suspicion from all others. None of these nations can credibly
launch a proposal that earns all others’ trust, because once the links to how it was set up
come out, all trust will be gone.

The only viable path to breaking this international stalemate is from outside all established
systems — someone who is not paid by any of them, who takes the first step of jumping
into a maximal transparency environment. This is not transparency-as-trust (which reverses
observed causality, as the IR realist correctly objects) but transparency-as-mutual-monitoring
by an outside party.

The mechanism works as follows:

(a) Maximum transparency: All constitutional development is conducted publicly. Zero time
for secret negotiations. All deal-making passes adversarial review to ensure it remains rea-
sonable for all sides, kind to all equally, and gentle in transition.

(b) Nuclear nations as mutual adversarial reviewers: Russia and China have vested interest
in spotting US bias; the US likewise in reverse. If all super-powers go too much over the head
of Europe, then UK and France protest. If former colonial masters cut excluding deals, then
Pakistan, India, and North Korea are likely to protest. Religious and civilizational tensions
provide yet another layer of adversarial checking.

(c) The Assurance Game transformation: The mechanism for building trust is the
game-theoretic transition described in Section 4.3. Trust is placed in the auditable math,
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not in any party. No party needs to trust any other party; each party needs only to trust that
the others’ adversarial expertise will catch any attempt at bias. #AuditTheMath.

Existing verification architectures provide precedent for structured transparency among dis-
trustful states: IAEA inspections, the Open Skies Treaty, and CTBT monitoring. The Jubilee
Charter builds on these precedents, not from scratch.

The outside party’s credibility is itself subject to adversarial audit. The defense against perfor-
mative transparency is the same as the defense against all institutional fraud: independent
adversarial review by parties with conflicting interests. No finite set of checks can guarantee
authenticity — but the system makes deception expensive rather than assuming trust.

The security dilemma. Any state that unilaterally redistributes wealth weakens itself relative
to competitors who do not. The resolution requires distinguishing three timescales:

(a) Ignition (Case 1, immediate): The #AuditTheMath campaign either gains traction quickly or
it does not. ResearchCity Stage 0 hiring begins in weeks, Stage 1 organization in months. This
is a clear, immediate question: does the world population wish to support the scaling up of
ResearchCity via the POAATAD mechanism, or not?

(b) Proof (Case 2, long-term): Demonstrating that Jubilee-participating nations outperform
non-participating nations requires a full Jubilee cycle (50 years). This is the competitive- ad-
vantage evidence that sustains the argument over generational timescales.

(c) Sustaining mechanism (Case 2, ongoing): Subsequent Jubilees are maintained by demon-
strated competitive advantage, once the proof from (b) becomes available.

The security dilemma is resolved at the ignition stage by the coordination mechanism: the
POAATAD coalition eliminates sole first-mover cost, so no single state bears the risk alone.
The proof comes later and sustains subsequent Jubilees. The timeline tension is real but is a
tension between (a) and (b), not a reason to delay (a).

None of these mechanisms will function without the scaling-up of ResearchCity. That these
institutions do not yet formally exist does not mean they cannot be created — it means their
creation is the first task.

7. Improbable Does Not Mean Impossible

The most common dismissal of the Jubilee System is: “This is not realistic” The objection
deserves a precise response.

The distinction between “improbable” and “impossible” is epistemologically critical for insti-
tutional design. Democratic constitutions were improbable before 1688 — no historical prece-
dent existed for voluntary, periodic, peaceful transfer of political power. Federal republics
were improbable before 1787 — conventional wisdom held that republics could not function at
continental scale. The European Union was improbable before the Coal and Steel Community
— voluntary pooling of sovereignty among recent enemies had no precedent.

Every institutional innovation was improbable before it existed. Improbability is a statement
about prior expectation, not about structural feasibility. The question for institutional design
is not “Is this probable?” (it is not) but “Is this structurally coherent and worth testing?” (this
paper argues that it is).
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Political science methodology excels at analyzing existing institutions and estimating probable
outcomes. It is less well equipped to evaluate novel institutional designs that lack historical
precedent. The Jubilee System asks political scientists to evaluate an institutional design on
its structural merits rather than dismissing it based on prior probability alone. This is the
same demand the Federalist Papers made of their audience.

The honest assessment: the probability that the Jubilee System succeeds, estimated from
historical base rates, is low. The cost of auditing the math is also low. The cost of not auditing,
given the existential stakes, is potentially catastrophic. The expected value of engagement
exceeds the expected value of dismissal. #AuditTheMath.

The critical distinction — for both institutional designers and their critics — is between “this
has never happened” (a statement about history) and “this cannot happen” (a claim about
structural impossibility). History constrains our expectations but does not define the bound-
aries of the possible.

8. Known Weaknesses

Ruthless honesty about weaknesses is the only defense against BABL. The following weak-
nesses are genuine, not rhetorical.

8.1 No Historical Precedent

No society has implemented voluntary comprehensive periodic wealth redistribution at soci-
etal scale. Scheidel's Great Leveler documents that historical leveling has been involuntary.
The Jubilee System proposes voluntary recalibration — historically unprecedented. This is ei-
ther its most radical claim or its most vulnerable assumption. The honest assessment: the
Case 1 argument (existential threat) and the Case 2 argument (competitive advantage) are
plausible but untested.

8.2 Scheidel’s Thesis May Reflect Structural Impossibility

The response “the mechanism was absent” may be incorrect. Scheidel’s thesis may reflect a
structural feature of human societies: that elites will always resist redistribution, and no con-
stitutional design can overcome this resistance without violence. If this is correct, the Jubilee
System is impossible regardless of its formal elegance. The honest assessment: this cannot
be ruled out. The counter-arguments (existential threat, competitive advantage, democratic
analogy) are strong but not conclusive.

Scheduled Critical Junctures 24 CC-BY 4.0, Jonah License



Balospe.com Study Matheo-b14-polsci-jub-mmv5 Variant MMv5 | 2026m04d10

8.3 The Great Jubilee Race Is Untested

The competitive-advantage mechanism (Case 2) assumes that Jubilee-participating nations
will outperform non-participating nations. This is a prediction of the JUB model (th8), not
an empirical fact. If the prediction is wrong — if periodic recalibration imposes costs that
outweigh benefits — the mechanism for sustaining subsequent Jubilees collapses.

8.4 Constitutional Enforcement Is Underdeveloped

The Jubilee Charter design specifies principles but not enforcement mechanisms in full de-
tail. The comparison with democratic constitutions is instructive (Section 5.2) but the specific
mechanisms for preventing erosion of the Jubilee schedule require further development.

8.5 The Anti-Oligarchy Safeguards May Be Insufficient

Michels’ iron law has defeated every prior anti-oligarchy design. Seven safeguards mitigate
the tendency but cannot mathematically guarantee against drift. The historical record favors
Michels. The honest assessment: the safeguards are necessary but may not be sufficient.

8.6 The Periodicity Gap

The specific period length (50 years) is not formally derived. The argument for periodic re-
calibration (as opposed to continuous) is substantially strengthened by Matheo-b12 th5 (Rest
Necessity) and Schelling-point theory, but the specific period is a design parameter, not a
derived constant. Condition-triggered resets (recalibrate when inequality exceeds a thresh-
old) are a plausible alternative to fixed-schedule resets. Both continuous monitoring and
periodic recalibration may be needed: continuous monitoring to address obvious problems
in real time, periodic recalibration to address accumulated structural drift that continuous
monitoring cannot catch.

8.7 Developmental State Counter-Examples

Authoritarian developmental states that concentrate resources have sometimes achieved sus-
tained growth precisely because concentration enabled directed investment:

- China (1980-present): State-directed capital concentration produced the fastest sus-
tained economic growth in modern history. th8's response: developmental-state growth
is metastable (finite lifetime under the absorbing CTMC model). China’s current difficul-
ties — real estate crisis, youth unemployment, demographic cliff — may be early evidence
of the BABL trajectory. The model predicts eventual BABL, not immediate collapse.

- Singapore (1965-2000) and South Korea (1960-1990): Concentration-driven growth that
transitioned toward more inclusive institutions as these nations developed (South Ko-
rea’s democratization in the 1980s; Singapore’s contested political opening). The model
predicts that concentration produces growth with a finite lifetime; the empirical question
is how long.
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- Zimbabwe land reform (2000): A designed wealth redistribution that produced eco-
nomic collapse. th8's response: Zimbabwe's land reform violated the stable cord of ax24
(chaotic implementation that destroyed productive capacity) and the extensible cord (no
mechanism for ongoing adaptation). It is a BABL outcome, not a Jubilee outcome — it
confirms, rather than disconfirms, that redistribution must satisfy all three life-trifecta
cords.

These cases are examined because they challenge the model, not because they confirm it. Se-
lection on the dependent variable — examining only cases that fit — is a basic methodological
error that this paper seeks to avoid.

8.8 Crisis Management vs. Structural Reform

Existential threat has historically produced crisis management (arms control treaties, hotlines,
non-proliferation) not structural reform. The paper’s claim must be stated explicitly: the ag-
gregate risk across all existential threats exceeds historical precedent because technological
amplification makes each oscillation cycle more dangerous than the last. Previous existential
threats (nuclear alone) motivated crisis management because they had a single dimension.
The current convergence of nuclear + Al + climate + pandemic risk creates systemic pressure
that dimension-by-dimension crisis management cannot address. The Jubilee System’s claim
is that it addresses the root cause common to all dimensions (concentration dynamics, as
demonstrated by the 5-Whys analysis in Section 3.2) rather than managing each crisis sepa-
rately.

8.9 Falsification Criteria

The following observable, time-bounded predictions would disconfirm specific claims of the
JUB model:

1. ResearchCity scaling: If Stage 3 fails to achieve measurable growth in participant en-
gagement and research output within 3 years of launch, the organizational scaling model
is disconfirmed.

2. Competitive advantage: If a nation implementing a constitutional Jubilee shows lower
GDP growth, innovation output, and social mobility than a matched non-implementing
nation over a full Jubilee cycle (50 years), the competitive advantage prediction is dis-
confirmed.

3. Concentration dynamics: If a nation maintaining high wealth concentration WITHOUT
periodic recalibration does NOT experience declining social mobility, increasing po-
litical polarization, and decreasing innovation diversity over any 50-year period, the
BABL-convergence prediction is challenged.

4. Recalibration mechanism: If the first Jubilee produces greater wealth concentration than
the pre-Jubilee baseline, the recalibration mechanism is disconfirmed.

Predictions 2 and 3 require a full Jubilee cycle (50 years) and are therefore falsifiable in prin-
ciple but not within the timeframe that typically governs academic debate. Prediction 1 (Re-
searchCity Stage 3, 3 years) provides the near-term test; if it fails, the scaling model is discon-
firmed before the longer-term predictions become relevant.

5. Annual coordination quality: The Jubilee algorithm requires three global annual
conference-celebration-festivals — Honoring the Past (retrospective ensuring lessons
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learned are not forgotten), Honoring the Present (addressing the most pressing prob-
lems for progress right now), and Honoring the Future (visioning the next Jubilee and
deciding what steps are gentle-kind-reasonable enough to attempt in the coming year).
These three annual Schelling points serve as discrete checkpoint steps on the 50-year
road to the next Jubilee. If they consistently fail to produce actionable coordination
outputs, participation growth, or measurable institutional adaptation, the coordination
mechanism is disconfirmed on an annual basis. Identifying shorter-timescale predictors
of long-term Jubilee success is itself a priority ResearchCity research task.

These criteria are not exhaustive. #AuditTheMath is an invitation to identify additional falsifi-
cation conditions.

8.10 Epistemic Status

The JUB model's resolution grading is: 0% Proven, 26% Semi-formal, 63% Plausible, 1% As-
serted. The honest epistemic register is well-modeled empirical conjecture, not mathemati-
cally derived necessity. The system is designed to be critiqued, not believed. Every axiom is
stated explicitly so it can be tested independently. Every weakness is cataloged so critics know
where to aim.

9. Companion Papers

This paper is part of the HEAVEN series:

- Matheo-1 Matheo-b11 (PET): 14 axioms establishing the divine structure in mereological
and modal terms.

- Matheo-2 Matheo-b12 (e7Day): The BABL/OSCR collapse mechanism, periodic consoli-
dation necessity, and the systems engineering framework.

- Matheo-3 Matheo-b13 (e7He): The Commitment Trichotomy transforming Prisoner’s
Dilemma into Assurance Game.

- Matheo-4 Matheo-b14 (JUB, formal paper): 11 axioms, 7 theorems, innovation theodicy,
Jubilee-System economics. The formal derivations underlying this paper.

- Matheo-5 (b15, forthcoming): Divine Simplicity — what if traditional theology got the
nature of God wrong?

- Matheo-6 (b16, forthcoming): RiskyMADorMAP — existential risk modeling and the MAD
- MAP transition.

- Matheo-7 (b17, forthcoming): The h* Theorem — causal concentration and its implica-
tions.

- Matheo-8 (b18, forthcoming): Call to Action — convergence of all seven preceding papers
into a concrete proposal.

For the economic analysis (game theory, mechanism design, capitalism/ communism synthe-
sis), see bl4-jub-econ. For the theological and philosophical context, see b14-jub-theophil.
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Conclusion

The Jubilee System is an institutional design proposal organized around the concept of sched-
uled critical junctures — the idea that institutional resets can be constitutionally mandated
rather than left to exogenous shocks. It is grounded in formal axioms (Matheo-b14), tested
against adversarial critique (26 BREACHes from 8 independent reviewers, all addressed in this
revision), and honest about its weaknesses (no historical precedent, underdeveloped enforce-
ment, irreducible periodicity gap, specific falsification criteria).

It engages the redistribution paradox directly rather than assuming it away. It takes Scheidel's
Great Leveler thesis seriously and responds with three specific arguments (existential threat,
zaibatsu case study, competitive advantage) rather than dismissing the historical record. It
provides a constitutional design framework (the Jubilee Charter) tested against Ostrom’s com-
mons governance principles. It specifies the defense toolkit (Sharp’s nonviolent resistance
methods, Chenoweth and Stephan’s success conditions) and the coordination mechanism
(POAATAD advocacy platform) for the case where powerful interests resist.

The argument that becomes available: “Here is a formally derived, adversarially tested, hon-
estly limited institutional design proposal organized around the concept of scheduled critical
junctures. It may be wrong. The cost of checking is low. The cost of not checking, given the
existential stakes, is potentially catastrophic”

The call is not to believe, but to audit. #AuditTheMath.
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