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Status of This Specification 

This document defines the constitutional principles governing the federation of sovereign 

constitutional architectures. 

Unlike HCS-001, which defines constitutional jurisdiction, HCS-002, which defines 

constitutional evaluation, HCS-003, which defines constitutional interfaces, HCS-004, which 

defines runtime constitutional evaluation, and HCS-005, which defines constitutional evidence 

and reconstructability, this specification defines how multiple sovereign constitutional 

architectures compose into federated constitutional systems while preserving independent 

constitutional authority. 

It specifies: 

• federation principles;  

• sovereign composition;  

• constitutional cooperation;  

• federation invariants;  

• federation boundaries;  

• constitutional interoperability; and  

• constitutional non-claims.  

This specification intentionally does not prescribe: 

• organizational hierarchy;  

• implementation architecture;  

• communication topology;  

• software orchestration;  

• deployment strategy;  

• governance committees;  

• ownership models; or  



• implementation technologies.  

Multiple independent implementations MAY satisfy this specification. 

 

Relationship to Previous Specifications 

This specification builds upon: 

HCS-000 

Defines the constitutional architecture. 

HCS-001 

Defines constitutional jurisdiction. 

HCS-002 

Defines constitutional evaluation. 

HCS-003 

Defines constitutional interfaces. 

HCS-004 

Defines the runtime evaluation lifecycle. 

HCS-005 

Defines constitutional evidence and reconstructability. 

HCS-006 defines how sovereign constitutional architectures cooperate while preserving 

constitutional independence. 

 

Preamble 

No constitutional architecture governs every constitutional concern. 

Identity. 



Authentication. 

Enterprise governance. 

Clinical governance. 

Safety. 

Security. 

Audit. 

Policy. 

Execution. 

Continuation admissibility. 

Each represents an independent constitutional responsibility. 

As intelligent systems increase in complexity, trustworthy governance depends not upon 

constitutional centralization, but upon constitutional federation. 

Federation enables sovereign constitutional architectures to cooperate while preserving explicit 

jurisdiction, independent ownership, constitutional responsibility, and architectural restraint. 

This specification defines that constitutional model. 

 

1. Purpose 

The purpose of HCS-006 is to define the constitutional principles governing federated 

composition among sovereign constitutional architectures. 

Federation enables cooperation. 

Federation does not require constitutional consolidation. 

 

2. Scope 

This specification governs constitutional federation only. 



It applies independently of: 

• programming language;  

• software architecture;  

• deployment model;  

• runtime platform;  

• communication protocol;  

• organizational structure;  

• regulatory jurisdiction;  

• industry; and  

• implementation technology.  

Implementation remains independent. 

 

3. Constitutional Principle 

Federation SHALL enable sovereign constitutional architectures to cooperate while 

preserving independent constitutional jurisdiction, ownership, authority, and 

responsibility. 

Federation SHALL strengthen sovereignty. 

It SHALL NOT diminish it. 

 

4. Constitutional Federation Model 

A constitutional federation consists of two or more sovereign constitutional architectures 

cooperating through explicit constitutional interfaces. 

Every participating architecture SHALL retain: 

• constitutional jurisdiction;  

• constitutional ownership;  

• constitutional responsibility;  

• constitutional authority; and  

• constitutional independence.  

Participation in federation SHALL NOT imply constitutional hierarchy. 

 



5. Sovereign Constitutional Architecture 

A sovereign constitutional architecture claims responsibility only for its explicitly declared 

constitutional jurisdiction. 

No sovereign architecture SHALL assume constitutional responsibility belonging to another 

sovereign architecture. 

Architectural restraint preserves federation. 

 

6. Constitutional Cooperation 

Federation enables constitutional cooperation through governed constitutional exchange. 

Cooperation MAY include: 

• constitutional state exchange;  

• constitutional dependencies;  

• governed determinations;  

• constitutional evidence;  

• constitutional lineage; and  

• constitutional escalation.  

Cooperation SHALL preserve constitutional sovereignty. 

 

7. Constitutional Independence 

Every sovereign constitutional architecture SHALL remain independently governable. 

Independent constitutional architectures MAY: 

• evolve independently;  

• implement independently;  

• version independently;  

• deploy independently; and  

• participate independently.  

Federation SHALL NOT require synchronized implementation. 



 

8. Constitutional Responsibility 

Every constitutional responsibility SHALL possess one explicit constitutional owner. 

Federation SHALL NOT distribute constitutional responsibility through ambiguity. 

Shared execution MAY occur. 

Shared constitutional ownership SHALL NOT. 

 

9. Constitutional Composition 

Constitutional composition emerges through cooperation among sovereign constitutional 

architectures. 

Composition preserves: 

• sovereignty;  

• jurisdiction;  

• ownership;  

• reconstructability;  

• constitutional lineage;  

• explicit authority; and  

• architectural independence.  

Composition SHALL NOT require architectural reduction. 

 

10. Constitutional Evolution 

Federated constitutional architectures MAY evolve independently. 

Constitutional evolution SHALL preserve interface compatibility whenever reasonably possible. 

Evolution SHALL NOT silently redefine constitutional jurisdiction. 

Major constitutional changes SHOULD remain explicit. 



 

11. Constitutional Conflict 

Independent constitutional architectures MAY produce constitutional determinations that differ. 

Constitutional disagreement SHALL remain explicitly observable. 

Federation SHALL preserve disagreement. 

It SHALL NOT conceal it. 

Conflict resolution remains the constitutional responsibility of the appropriate sovereign 

architecture. 

 

12. Constitutional Recursion 

Federation MAY occur recursively. 

A federated constitutional architecture MAY itself participate within a larger constitutional 

federation. 

Sovereignty SHALL remain explicitly preserved at every level of constitutional composition. 

No theoretical limit is imposed upon constitutional federation. 

 

13. Constitutional Invariants 

The following invariants SHALL remain true independent of implementation. 

1. Sovereign constitutional architectures SHALL preserve independent jurisdiction.  

2. Federation SHALL preserve sovereignty.  

3. Federation SHALL preserve constitutional ownership.  

4. Federation SHALL preserve constitutional responsibility.  

5. Constitutional cooperation SHALL occur through explicit constitutional interfaces.  

6. Constitutional authority SHALL remain explicitly bounded.  

7. Constitutional lineage SHALL remain reconstructable.  

8. Constitutional disagreement SHALL remain observable.  

9. Federation SHALL remain implementation-independent.  



10. Constitutional evolution SHALL preserve sovereignty.  

11. Federation SHALL NOT imply constitutional hierarchy.  

12. Constitutional composition SHALL strengthen rather than reduce architectural clarity.  

These invariants define constitutional federation. 

Implementations MAY differ. 

The constitutional invariants SHALL NOT. 

 

14. Constitutional Non-Claims 

HCS-006 makes no constitutional claim regarding: 

• enterprise organizational design;  

• management hierarchy;  

• software architecture;  

• implementation strategy;  

• deployment topology;  

• governance committee structure;  

• regulatory authority;  

• legal jurisdiction;  

• funding models;  

• commercial ownership; or  

• implementation technology.  

These remain external constitutional or organizational responsibilities. 

 

15. Federation Compatibility 

This specification defines constitutional federation independent of implementation. 

Federation MAY include architectures governing: 

• identity;  

• authentication;  

• authorization;  

• continuation admissibility;  

• execution;  

• safety;  



• security;  

• audit;  

• enterprise governance;  

• clinical governance;  

• ontology;  

• policy; or  

• future constitutional responsibilities.  

Participation SHALL NOT require constitutional conformity. 

Only constitutional interoperability. 

 

16. Security and Failure Considerations 

Failure of one sovereign constitutional architecture SHALL NOT invalidate the constitutional 

sovereignty of neighboring architectures. 

Unavailable constitutional state SHALL remain explicitly observable. 

Missing constitutional determinations SHALL NOT be inferred. 

When constitutional uncertainty exists, federation SHOULD preserve constitutional review over 

unsupported continuation. 

Failure SHALL strengthen constitutional visibility rather than weaken constitutional governance. 

 

Appendix A — Architectural Rationale 

(Informative) 

Centralized governance scales poorly as intelligent systems become increasingly distributed. 

Federation provides an alternative constitutional model. 

Rather than expanding the constitutional authority of one architecture, federation allows multiple 

narrowly scoped constitutional architectures to cooperate through explicit constitutional 

interfaces. 

Architectural restraint increases overall architectural capability. 



The strength of federation emerges from clearly bounded constitutional responsibility rather than 

constitutional centralization. 

 

Appendix B — Conceptual Federation Model 

(Informative) 

             ┌──────────────────────┐ 

             │ Identity             │ 

             └──────────┬───────────┘ 

                        │ 

             ┌──────────▼───────────┐ 

             │ Authentication       │ 

             └──────────┬───────────┘ 

                        │ 

      ┌─────────────────┼─────────────────┐ 

      ▼                 ▼                 ▼ 

┌─────────────┐  ┌─────────────┐  ┌─────────────┐ 

│ Enterprise  │  │ Harmonic    │  │ Clinical    │ 

│ Governance  │  │ Continuation│  │ Governance  │ 

└──────┬──────┘  └──────┬──────┘  └──────┬──────┘ 

       │                │                │ 

       └────────┬───────┴────────┬───────┘ 

                ▼                ▼ 

        ┌────────────────────────────┐ 

        │ Execution Runtime          │ 

        └────────────────────────────┘ 

Each architecture remains sovereign. 

Federation emerges through explicit constitutional interfaces rather than centralized 

constitutional ownership. 

 

Closing Principle 

The Federation Composition Specification claims one constitutional responsibility—and only 

one: 

To define the constitutional principles through which sovereign constitutional architectures 

cooperate while preserving independent jurisdiction, ownership, authority, and 

responsibility. 

Federation is not constitutional consolidation. 



It is constitutional cooperation. 

By preserving explicit constitutional boundaries, sovereign responsibility, reconstructable 

constitutional relationships, and implementation independence, HCS-006 establishes the 

constitutional foundation through which independent governance architectures may compose 

into trustworthy federated systems without sacrificing sovereignty, architectural clarity, or 

constitutional restraint. 

 


