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1. Executive Summary

The Al Age is transforming not only technology, but the foundations of governance, legitimacy,
and social trust. Artificial intelligence is increasingly embedded in healthcare, education,
finance, government, civic information, public communication, and national security. As Al
becomes infrastructure for all infrastructure, the central challenge of governance is no longer
simply how to accelerate innovation, but how to make Al trustworthy, accountable, beneficial,
and worthy of public confidence.

This white paper proposes a democratic trust architecture for the AI Age built on three connected
layers:

e AIWS Trust Standards
o AIWS Trust Infrastructure
e AIWS Trusted Order

Together, these three layers form a coherent framework for moving AI Governance beyond
principles alone toward standards, operations, measurement, and trusted cooperation.

AIWS Trust Standards define what trust requires.

AIWS Trust Infrastructure defines how trust is operationalized and sustained.

AIWS Trusted Order defines how trust scales into an international framework of cooperation
grounded in trust, benefit, and respect.

The paper argues that the next stage of Al Governance must be built on this architecture.
Fragmented ethical guidelines, isolated regulation, and voluntary declarations are no longer
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sufficient. Democratic societies need a framework that can support trustworthy Al systems,
trusted institutions, trusted civic information, and trusted international partnerships.

The core logic of the framework is:

AIWS Trust Standards — AIWS Trust Infrastructure — AIWS Trust Rating / Trust Index
— AIWS Trusted Order

To meet the demands of the AI Age, this architecture should also make trust portable, traceable,
dignity-centered, publicly visible, incentivized, crisis-ready, culturally grounded, and
internationally interoperable.

This white paper also emphasizes that Trusted Civic Information and Deepfake Defense must
be treated as a central domain of democratic AI Governance. A society cannot sustain trust in
institutions if it cannot sustain trust in information. Provenance, synthetic media labeling, trusted
public communication, deepfake defense, platform accountability, and protection of the
epistemic commons are therefore essential elements of the broader trust architecture.

This framework is strengthened by the scholarship of Professor Alex Pentland on trust, data, and
measurable socio-technical systems; Professor Thomas E. Patterson on democratic
communication, civic legitimacy, and public trust; and Professor Nazli Choucri on global
systems, cyber politics, and digital interdependence. It is guided by the framework leadership of
Nguyen Anh Tuan, whose work through the Boston Global Forum and AI World Society has
helped shape the concepts of AIWS Trust Standards, AIWS Trust Infrastructure, and the AIWS
Trusted Order.

What makes AIWS Trust Architecture especially distinctive is that it seeks to make trust not only
normative, but portable, traceable, measurable, incentivized, publicly visible, crisis-ready,
culturally grounded, and internationally scalable.

To carry this work forward, the paper proposes the Beacon Process as a Boston Global Forum
initiative launched from the America at 250 conference at Harvard Loeb House on May 1, 2026.
The Beacon Process is intended to refine the framework, develop pilot applications, issue The
America at 250 Beacon Declaration and White Paper 1.0, and engage trusted partners in shaping
the next generation of AI Governance.

The central conclusion of this paper is simple:

In the AI Age, trust cannot remain a slogan. It must become standards, infrastructure,
measurement, and order.
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2. Introduction

Artificial intelligence is rapidly changing the structure of human life. It is shaping how people
learn, how they receive care, how governments deliver services, how institutions communicate,
how markets function, and how public trust is formed or broken. This is why Al governance is
no longer a narrow technical issue. It has become a constitutional, civic, economic, and
international question.

The deeper challenge is not simply how to govern Al systems one by one. It is how to design the
architecture of trust within which Al can become governable across domains and across
borders.

This architecture must answer three connected questions:

e What does trust require?
o How is trust operationalized and sustained?
o How does trust scale into a broader international ecosystem?

The AIWS framework answers those questions through three interrelated layers:

e Trust Standards
o Trust Infrastructure
¢ Trusted Order

These are not three separate ideas. They are three parts of one architecture.

To make this architecture genuinely pioneering, AIWS must extend beyond standards and
oversight into a living system of trust portability, traceability, dignity protection, civic resilience,
incentive design, crisis response, and trusted international interoperability.

2A. Intellectual Foundations and Framework
Leadership

The AIWS Trust Architecture is strengthened by a body of scholarship that has helped define the
relationship between trust, information, institutions, and global systems in the digital era. This
framework also reflects the leadership and institution-building work of Nguyen Anh Tuan
through the Boston Global Forum and AI World Society.

The work of Professor Alex Pentland is especially important in showing how trust, data,
networks, and human behavior can be understood not only in ethical or philosophical terms, but
as measurable features of socio-technical systems. His research supports the proposition that
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trust can be designed into systems, monitored through institutional mechanisms, and
strengthened through better architectures of cooperation, accountability, and feedback.

The work of Professor Thomas E. Patterson helps ground the AIWS framework in the realities of
democracy, public communication, and civic legitimacy. His scholarship on political
communication, news, and public trust reinforces a central claim of this white paper: that
democratic institutions cannot remain trustworthy if the information environment on which
citizens depend becomes unstable, manipulative, or detached from shared standards of truth.

The work of Professor Nazli Choucri provides the crucial international dimension. Her
scholarship on global systems, cyber politics, and digital interdependence helps explain why Al
governance cannot remain a purely domestic matter. As Al reshapes relations among states,
institutions, infrastructures, and societies, governance must evolve into a framework of trusted
international cooperation.

The overall framework leadership of this work has been advanced by Nguyen Anh Tuan, Co-
Founder, Co-Chair, and CEO of the Boston Global Forum. Through his vision for AT World
Society and his ongoing institution-building work, he has helped shape and connect the core
concepts presented in this paper, including AIWS Trust Standards, AIWS Trust Infrastructure,
and the AIWS Trusted Order.

2B. What Makes AIWS Trust Architecture
Pioneering: A Direct Comparison

Claims of intellectual originality must be defensible. This section states precisely what AIWS
Trust Architecture does that the four most significant existing Al governance frameworks do not,
and why those differences matter.

The four comparators are: the EU Al Act (the most comprehensive regulatory framework to
date); the NIST Al Risk Management Framework (the leading US standards framework),; 1SO
42001 (the international Al management systems standard),; and the UNESCO Recommendation
on the Ethics of Al (the broadest international normative statement on Al). Together, these
represent the current global frontier of AI governance. AIWS Trust Architecture is assessed
against each.

EU AI Act NIST Al ISO 42001 UNESCO AIWS Trust Architecture
RMF Rec.
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Integrated 3-layer Partial — Standards Standards Principles Full: Standards — Infrastructure — Trusted

architecture regulation +  only only only Order in one coherent chain
conformity
Measurable trust score Risk No numeric ~ No numeric  No ATR: 0-100 score, evidence-weighted, T1-T4
(system level) classificatio  score score tiers
n only
Institutional trust index No No No No ATX-I: 4-component institutional score

including improvement trajectory

National trust index No No No No ATX-N: 5-dimension national score directly
linked to cooperation linked to Trusted Order accession and Trust
Passport recognition

Civic information trust DSA No No Partial Dedicated 20% dimension in ATX-N; integrated
as governance pillar (separate) Civic Trust Safeguard Layer
Voluntary enforcement Mandatory Voluntary, Certificatio  No 4-layer: Incentives + Transparency +
architecture (legal) no n only enforcement  Consequences + Mutual accountability
enforcement
Trust portability across No No Limited No AIWS Trust Passport: portable trust credential
borders with mutual recognition framework
Improvement trajectory ~ No No No No ATX-I Component 4 (15%) rewards year-over-
rewarded year improvement, not only static compliance
Human-in-Command Human Human Human Partial Distinct doctrine: non-delegable human
doctrine oversight oversight oversight authority over existential decisions; not merely
required required required oversight
Trust Emergency No No No No Defined triggers, escalation chain, public
Protocol communication protocol, restoration pathway
Emerging economy No No No Partial Dedicated capacity-building track with phased
phased entry entry model and Observer pathway
Cultural and humanity No No No No Explicit Culture and Humanity Layer integrating
layer AIWS Film Park and Films for Humanity
The Defining Claim

AIWS Trust Architecture is the first governance framework to integrate normative standards,
operational infrastructure, measurable trust instruments, portable trust credentials, and an
international trusted order into a single coherent architecture — with dedicated governance of civic
information integrity, a doctrine of non-delegable human authority, a voluntary enforcement
architecture, a trust emergency protocol, and a structured pathway for emerging economy
participation.
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What This Is Not

AIWS Trust Architecture does not claim to replace the EU Al Act, NIST RMF, ISO 42001, or
UNESCO Recommendation. These frameworks serve important and in some cases legally
binding functions that AIWS does not attempt to duplicate. What AIWS offers is an
interoperable layer above and across them: a framework that can recognize EU Al Act
compliance as evidence toward ATR scoring, that can align with NIST categories in its domain-
specific standards, and that can amplify the normative commitments of the UNESCO
Recommendation through operational infrastructure and measurable accountability. The goal is
not displacement but integration — and the additions that AIWS makes are those that existing
frameworks, for structural or jurisdictional reasons, cannot make themselves.

2C. AIWS Standards Board: Governance,
Composition, and Process

A framework that claims to be democratic, inclusive, and globally legitimate must demonstrate
those qualities in its own governance. The AIWS Standards Board is the multi-stakeholder body
responsible for the development, maintenance, revision, and oversight of AIWS Trust Standards
and the broader AIWS Trust Architecture. Its composition, decision-making processes, and
transparency obligations are themselves held to the standards that AIWS demands of others.

The Standards Board embodies in its composition what AIWS demands of Al governance:
geographic diversity, multi-sector representation, independence from any single institutional
interest, transparent process, and structured accountability. Its members are not decorative; they
are working governors of a living framework.

2C.1 Board Composition

The Standards Board consists of 17 members drawn from government, academia, civil society,
international institutions, and the private sector, spanning six world regions. The composition
reflects AIWS’s commitment to the three pillars of the Trusted Order: Trust (technical and
governance expertise), Benefit (practical implementation and emerging economy access), and
Respect (diversity, cultural legitimacy, and human rights).

Member Role / Affiliation Board Function Governance
Constituency
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Governor Michael S.
Dukakis

Nguyen Anh Tuan

Professor Alex Pentland

Professor Thomas E.
Patterson

Professor Nazli Choucri

Yasuhide Nakayama

Elisabeth Moreno

Paul Nemitz

Francesco Lapenta

Yossi Katribas

Ambassador Vu Quang

Minh

Co-Founder and Chair, Boston
Global Forum; Former Governor
of Massachusetts; 1988
Democratic Presidential Nominee

Co-Founder, Co-Chair, and CEO,
Boston Global Forum; Co-
Founder, AIWS; Distinguished
Member, Wilson Center ISC

Toshiba Professor, MIT; Director,
MIT Connection Science; named
one of the world’s most influential
data scientists

Bradlee Professor of Government
and the Press, Harvard Kennedy
School; Co-Founder, BGF

Professor Emerita of Political
Science, MIT; pioneer of cyber
politics and digital
interdependence

Former State Minister of Foreign
Affairs of Japan; former Deputy
Speaker of the House of
Representatives of Japan

Former Minister Delegate for
Gender Equality, Diversity, and
Equal Opportunity, France; former
CEO, HP Africa

Principal Adviser, European
Commission; author of
Constitutional Democracy in the
Age of Artificial Intelligence

Professor and Director,
Augmented Intelligence Lab;
media and Al governance scholar

Former Senior Deputy Director
General, Israeli Prime Minister’s
Office; global security and
intelligence strategist

Former Ambassador of Vietnam;
Former Deputy Minister of MOFA

Honorary Chair; moral and
institutional authority; co-author
America at 250

Chair of Standards Board;
framework leadership; strategic
direction; international network
convening

Lead: Trust measurement
methodology (ATR/ATX); data
systems and socio-technical
architecture

Lead: Civic information trust
standards; democratic
communication; AIWS-ITP
standards

Lead: International dimension of
AIWS Trusted Order; cyber
governance; global systems

Lead: Japan-AIWS strategic
relationship; Asia-Pacific
governance; Shinzo Abe Initiative
liaison

Lead: Gender equity and diversity
standards within AIWS-ITS; Al
and inclusive governance; Africa
dimension

Lead: EU Al governance
alignment; AIWS-ITS
interoperability with EU Al Act;
constitutional democracy and Al

Lead: Augmented intelligence
governance; media and Al
convergence; AIWS Film Park
standards

Lead: Al and national security;
Trust Emergency Protocol
governance; cyber resilience
standards

Lead: Vietnam-AIWS Trusted
Order relationship; ASEAN

Democratic
governance;
American political
tradition; founding
vision

BGF-AIWS
institutional
leadership; US-Asia
bridge; framework
architecture

Academic: data
science, trust
infrastructure,
measurable
governance

Academic:
democratic
governance, political
communication,
public trust

Academic:
international
relations, cyber
politics, digital
interdependence

Government: Japan;
Asia-Pacific;
democratic security
architecture

Government:
France; gender
equality; Africa;
digital inclusion

Policy: European
Commission; EU Al
Act; constitutional
rights and Al

Academic:
augmented
intelligence; media
governance; cultural
Al

Government/securit
y: Israel; national
security Al;
intelligence and
democratic
governance

Government:
Vietnam; ASEAN
diplomacy;
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Beatriz Merino

Jeff Saviano

Zlatko Lagumdzija

Zaneta Ozolin3

Ramu Damodaran

Marcel Zutter

Former Prime Minister of Peru;
former Defensor del Pueblo
(Human Rights Ombudsman) of
Peru;

MIT Lecture, Global Innovation
Leader, EY; technology and
governance practitioner

Former Prime Minister and
Foreign Minister of Bosnia and
Herzegovina; UN Senior Adviser
on Digital Technologies

Professor and Director, Advanced
Social and Political Research
Institute, University of Latvia;
security and governance scholar

Former Chief, United Nations

Academic Impact; UN governance
and multilateralism expert

Swiss Financial Leader

dimension; emerging economy
government engagement

Lead: Latin America dimension;
human rights and Al; Club de
Madrid network; AIWS Human
Dignity Standards

Lead: Private sector governance
implementation; Al audit
standards; practitioner perspective
on ATR deployment

Lead: UN dimension of AIWS;
digital technologies and peace;
post-conflict governance and Al

Lead: European security
dimension; information resilience;
Baltic-Nordic governance model
for Al

Lead: UN Academic Impact
network; multilateral governance
of Al; education and Al standards

Lead: Swiss neutrality dimension;
multilateral mediation; AIWS-ITS
international arbitration
architecture; European financial
governance

2C.2 Geographic and Constituency Coverage

emerging economy
bridge

Government/civil
society: Latin
America; human
rights; democratic
institutions; Club de
Madrid

Private sector:
technology
governance; audit
and assurance;
global enterprise Al

Government/internat
ional: Bosnia-
Herzegovina; UN
digital governance;
peace and security

Academic/policy:
Latvia; European
security; information
resilience

International: United
Nations;
multilateralism;
academic-policy
bridge; Global South

Government:
Switzerland;
international
mediation;
multilateral
governance;
financial integrity

North America

Asia-Pacific

Dukakis, Patterson, Pentland, Saviano

US academic establishment; democratic governance

tradition; private sector governance

Nguyen Anh Tuan, Nakayama, Vu
Quang Minh

Vietnam-US bridge; Japan strategic partnership; ASEAN
emerging economy dimension

Europe Nemitz, Moreno (France), Zutter
(Switzerland), Ozolin$ (Latvia)

EU AI Act alignment; gender equality; multilateral
neutrality; European security

AIWS

Al WORLD SOCIETY
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Middle East / Israel

Latin America

International / UN

Academic cross-
cutting

Katribas

Merino

Damodaran, Lagumdzija

Choucri, Lapenta

2C.3 Governance Structure

Al and national security; intelligence governance;
democratic resilience

Human rights tradition; Club de Madrid network; Latin
American democratic institutions

UN multilateral dimension; digital technologies and peace;
Global South voice

International systems; augmented intelligence; media
governance

Governance Body Composition Function Decision Rule

Full Standards Board

Executive Committee

Technical Standards
Working Groups

Public Comment Panel

Independent Audit
Panel

All 17 members

Chair (Tuan) + 4 elected
members (rotating 2-year
terms)

Board members with domain
expertise + invited external
experts (non-voting)

Open to all stakeholders: civil

society, industry,
government, researchers

Approve major standard revisions
(new standards, Tier reclassifications,
methodology changes); approve
Annual Trust Report; admit new
Board members

Two-thirds majority
(12/17); Honorary
Chair does not vote on
technical matters

Day-to-day governance; emergency
decisions; agenda-setting; staff
oversight

Simple majority;
quorum of 3

Draft standard revisions;
methodology development; sector-
specific guidance; pilot design

Consensus; disputed
items escalated to Full
Board

Submit comments on proposed
standard revisions; flag

implementation issues; provide
emerging economy perspective

Advisory only;
Working Groups must
respond to substantive
comments in writing

3 members appointed by
Board but serving
independently; must not be
Board members or BGF staff

Annual review of Board governance Reports directly to Full
integrity; conflict of interest Board;
oversight; standards revision process recommendations

audit

2C.4 Standard Revision Process

binding on process (not
on standards content)

Standards must evolve. Al capabilities change; governance failures expose new gaps; pilot
evidence reveals methodology weaknesses; new threats emerge. The Standards Board operates a
structured, transparent, and open revision process that ensures standards are updated on the basis
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of evidence, not politics, and that all stakeholders — including those most affected by Al
governance failures — have a genuine voice.

Proposal submission: any Board Open year- AIWS Secretariat All proposals published on
member, pilot organization, civil round receives and logs all AIWS website within 14 days of
society organization, or public proposals receipt

stakeholder may submit a proposed

standard revision

Technical Working Group review: 8 weeks Working Group lead  Draft revision published for
relevant Working Group assesses + invited domain public comment

proposal; drafts proposed revision experts

or explains rejection with

reasoning

Public comment period: 6-week 6 weeks Working Group All comments and responses
open comment period; all coordinates published

substantive comments receive responses

written response

Full Board deliberation: Board At regular Full Standards Board ~ Meeting summary published
reviews draft revision, public quarterly Board within 14 days; dissenting
comments, and Working Group meeting or opinions may be published

responses; debates and votes

special session

Implementation: approved As scheduled AIWS Secretariat; Revision published in AIWS-ITS
revisions enter force at defined affected version record; change log

date (minimum 6 months after organizations maintained

approval for ATR methodology notified

changes; minimum 12 months for

ATX changes)

Annual review: each standard Annual (Q4) Full Standards Board ~ Annual review summary

formally reviewed once per year;
confirmation or revision triggered
by Annual Trust Report findings,
pilot data, or emerging threats

published in Annual Trust Report

2C.5 Conflict of Interest Policy

Board members must disclose any financial, institutional, or personal interest that could affect
their judgment on a standards question before any vote on that question. Disclosed conflicts
require recusal from that specific decision. The Independent Audit Panel reviews conflict
disclosures annually. All conflict disclosures and recusals are published.

BGF as an institution does not have a vote on the Standards Board. The Chair (Nguyen Anh
Tuan) votes only to break ties. This structural separation ensures that the framework standards
are governed by the Board as a whole, not by the founding institution.
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2C.6 Accountability to the Trusted Order

The Standards Board is accountable to the Trusted Order as a whole. Full Partner organizations
and governments may submit formal observations on Board decisions. The Board must respond
to formal observations within 60 days. If a Full Partner believes a Board decision violates the
foundational principles of the Trusted Order, they may request an independent review by the
Independent Audit Panel. This mechanism ensures that the body governing the standards cannot
act unilaterally against the interests of the community the standards serve.

2D. The Human-in-Command Doctrine

Every major Al governance framework requires human oversight of Al systems. AIWS Trust
Architecture goes further. It articulates and operationalizes a doctrine of non-delegable human
authority — the principle that certain categories of consequential decision belong to human
beings by definition and cannot be transferred to Al systems regardless of capability, accuracy,
or efficiency.

This doctrine is called Human-in-Command. It is distinct from Human-in-the-Loop and Human-
on-the-Loop, which are the concepts most governance frameworks employ. The distinction is not

merely semantic, it has direct structural implications for how Al systems must be designed,
deployed, and governed in high-stakes domains.

2D.1 The Three Concepts Distinguished

Human-in-the-Loop A human is present and can Al may act autonomously A doctor reviews and can
intervene at defined points between intervention points; override an Al diagnosis
human role is review and before it is acted upon
override
Human-on-the-Loop A human monitors Al outputs Al acts autonomously; human A human monitors an
and can intervene if something oversight is supervisory and autonomous drone system
goes wrong retrospective and can halt it if behavior

is anomalous

Human-in-Command A human holds non-delegable Al must not make final In judicial sentencing: Al
(AIWS) decisional authority over determinations in designated may provide analysis and
defined categories of categories regardless of risk assessment, but the
consequential outcome; Al confidence; human authority is sentence is the judge’s
informs but cannot determine structural, not merely available decision by definition —
not a confirmation of Al
output
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Human-in-the-Loop and Human-on-the-Loop both permit Al systems to make effective
determinations as long as a human is somewhere in the process. Human-in-Command does not.
In Human-in-Command domains, the structure of the decision itself must ensure that the human
is not confirming Al output but exercising independent judgment informed by Al analysis.

This distinction matters because cognitive and institutional pressures toward Al deference are
powerful. Human-in-Command governance addresses this not only through rule-making but
through system design: the interface, the workflow, and the institutional process must make
independent human judgment structurally required, not merely permitted.

2D.2 Domains of Non-Delegable Human Authority

m Examples of Non-Delegable Decisions Al Role

Justice and law Criminal sentencing; bail determination; Risk assessment, pattern analysis,
deportation orders; child custody precedent research — not decision

Healthcare — life and death Withdrawal of life support; experimental treatment Clinical data analysis, probability

approval; triage in mass casualty events assessment — not determination

Democratic governance Electoral integrity decisions; emergency powers; Data synthesis, scenario modeling —
declarations of national security threat not authority

Armed conflict and security Authorization of lethal force; targeting decisions; Threat assessment, situational
nuclear response protocols awareness — not command

Child welfare Removal of a child from a family; placement Risk scoring, background analysis —
decisions; adoption determinations not determination

Fundamental rights Denial of asylum; disability determination; welfare Supporting documentation, pattern

adjudication eligibility that determines survival recognition — not decision

2D.3 Operationalizing Human-in-Command

Design Requirements

Al systems deployed in Human-in-Command domains must be designed so that human decision-
making is structurally required, not optional: the system must present analysis, not
recommendations formatted as decisions; the interface must require active human input of a
decision, not confirmation of Al output; and audit trails must record the human decision
independently of the Al analysis.
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ATR Sub-Standard for Human-in-Command Domains

Standard 3 (Accountability and Human Oversight) includes a specific sub-standard for Human-
in-Command domains: the system design must prevent Al determination in designated
categories; workflow documentation must demonstrate structural human decision-making; and
Evidence sub-indicator scoring must include independent verification that Human-in-Command
requirements are operationally met, not merely documented.

Trusted Order Commitment

Full Partners in the AIWS Trusted Order commit to implementing Human-in-Command
requirements in all domains where they deploy Al systems in designated categories. This
commitment is audited as part of ATR assessment and reported in the Annual AIWS Trust
Report.

2D.4 Why Human-in-Command is a Pioneering
Contribution

No existing major Al governance framework distinguishes between Human-in-the-Loop and
Human-in-Command as a structural governance concept. All require human oversight in high-
risk systems, none defines the category of decision that cannot, by its nature, be transferred to
an Al system. AIWS Trust Architecture fills this gap by articulating the Human-in-Command
doctrine, defining the domains to which it applies, and operationalizing it through system design
requirements, ATR sub-standards, and Trusted Order commitments.

3. Part I — AIWS Trust Standards

A Core Cross-Sector Framework for Trustworthy Al

3.1 Why Trust Standards Are Needed

Current Al governance is fragmented. Institutions often rely on soft principles, partial
safeguards, or self-defined rules. The result is inconsistency, opacity, and low public confidence.

A common framework is therefore needed to define the minimum conditions under which Al can
be considered trustworthy.
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3.2 Definition

AIWS Trust Standards are the core normative standards that define the conditions under which
an Al system, institution, or deployment environment can be considered trustworthy in the Al
Age.

They are designed to be:
e Ccross-sector
e operational
e measurable
o adaptive

e democratic
They apply across:

health

education

government

civic information

finance and digital assets
e and other AIWS domains

3.3 Three-Tier Architecture

Tier 1: Core Cross-Sector Standards
Foundational standards that apply everywhere.
Tier 2: Domain-Specific Standards

Applications of the core standards to health, education, government, civic information, and other
fields.

Tier 3: High-Risk Context Standards

Additional requirements in elections, crises, child-facing systems, public health emergencies,
and high-impact public decisions.

3.4 The Eight Core Standards

1. Safety and Reliability

Al systems must be safe and reliable for their intended use.

« MICHAFLDUKAKIS AIWS  SHINZRge &)

INSTITUTE FOR LEADERSHIP AND INNOVATION Al WORLD SOCIETY INITIATIVE

EADER IN Al WORLD SOCIETY




2. Transparency and Explainability

Al systems must be sufficiently transparent for users, institutions, and auditors to understand
what they do and where their limits lie.

3. Accountability and Human Oversight
Every consequential Al system must have clear human and institutional responsibility.
4. Privacy and Data Dignity

Al systems must protect personal data, sensitive data, and the dignity of individuals and
communities.

5. Security and Resilience
Al systems must be secure, resilient, and protected against misuse and adversarial interference.

6. Fairness, Truthfulness, and Information Integrity

Al systems must be fair, truthful, and grounded in accurate and integrity-assured data. This
standard recognizes that an Al system can be technically non-discriminatory yet still cause harm
through inaccurate outputs or compromised data — and that all three dimensions are equally
essential conditions of trustworthiness.

6a. Fairness and Non-Discrimination

Al systems must not create unjustified harm, exclusion, or discrimination. They must be
evaluated for disparate impact across groups defined by race, gender, disability, age,
socioeconomic status, and other protected or vulnerable characteristics. Bias testing must be
conducted at design, deployment, and at regular intervals during operation.

6b. Truthfulness and Factual Accuracy

Al systems must be truthful — their outputs must reflect accurate, verifiable information to the
extent that the state of knowledge permits. This standard applies with particular force to systems
that generate, summarize, or communicate information to users or decision-makers.
Requirements include: factual accuracy rate of outputs; hallucination rate measurement and
disclosure for generative Al systems; accurate attribution of sources; and prohibition on the
deliberate generation of misleading, fabricated, or manipulated informational content. Systems
that cannot meet minimum accuracy thresholds in high-stakes domains must not be deployed in
those domains.
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6c. Data Integrity

The data on which Al systems are trained and through which they operate must be accurate,
complete, current, and free from deliberate manipulation. Requirements include: training data
provenance documentation and quality assessment; detection and disclosure of data
contamination or poisoning; currency controls ensuring that time-sensitive data is not used
beyond its reliable validity window in high-stakes decisions; and clear disclosure when synthetic
or Al-generated data has been used in training. Data integrity failures upstream produce
untrustworthy outputs downstream, regardless of the quality of the model itself.

Note on the relationship between 6a, 6b, and 6¢: These three sub-dimensions are logically
independent. A system may be fair (6a) but produce inaccurate outputs (6b). It may be accurate
in general but built on poisoned training data (6¢). It may have clean data and accurate outputs
but still discriminate against particular groups (6a). All three must be assessed independently
and all three must be satisfied for Standard 6 to be met.

7. Monitoring and Continuous Assurance

Trust must be maintained continuously, not declared once.

8. Incident Reporting, Redress, and Learning

Failures must be reportable, reviewable, and used for systemic learning and corrective action.

3.5 Domain-Specific Applications

Health

Patient safety, clinician-in-command, clinical validation, and health-data governance.
Education

Learner-in-command, child protection, teacher oversight, and educational integrity.
Government

Public accountability, citizen redress, auditability, anti-bias protections, and trusted public
services.

Trusted Civic Information and Deepfake Defense

Provenance, synthetic-media labeling, deepfake response, civic platform accountability, trusted
public communications, and epistemic resilience.
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Finance and Digital Assets

Transaction integrity, anti-fraud systems, accountability, market trust, and consumer protection.

3.6 Significance

AIWS Trust Standards define what trust requires. They provide a common trust language across
sectors and create the normative layer of the broader AIWS architecture.

Within this broader architecture, AIWS Trust Rating and AIWS Trust Index are pioneering and
distinctive instruments designed to make trust in AI measurable, auditable, and actionable across
systems, institutions, and trusted cooperation.

3.7 AIWS Trust Rating (ATR) — Methodology

Definition and Purpose

The AIWS Trust Rating (ATR) is a standardized, independently verifiable score measuring the
trustworthiness of a specific Al system or deployment against the eight AIWS Trust Standards. It
produces a numeric score from 0 to 100 and a Tier classification (T1-T4) that determines the
system’s eligibility for deployment within AIWS-aligned environments and for recognition
under the AIWS Trusted Order. ATR is evidence-weighted rather than self-declared —
independent verification is the primary determinant of the score.

Assessment Structure: Eight Dimensions, Three Sub-Indicators Each

Each Core Standard is assessed across three sub-indicators. Design (D) asks whether the system
was correctly built to meet the standard. Operation (O) asks whether the standard is met in actual
deployment. Evidence (E) asks whether independent, verifiable evidence substantiates the
assessment. Evidence carries the highest weight — this is what distinguishes ATR from
unverifiable self-assessment.

Design (D) Operation (O) Evidence (E)

1. Safety & Safety spec exists and complete  Failure rate in deployment Red-team / third-party test
Reliability results

2. Transparency &  Explainability method User comprehension rate Independent audit of
Explainability documented explanations

3. Accountability Responsibility map defined Human override rate in practice  Incident review records

& Oversight

4. Privacy & Data  Privacy-by-design implemented  Data breach / misuse incidents DPIA / independent privacy
Dignity audit
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5. Security & Threat model documented Adversarial robustness score Penetration test results
Resilience

6. Fairness, Bias & accuracy testing Disparate impact + External fairness & accuracy
Truthfulness & protocol hallucination rate audit

Info Integrity

7. Monitoring & Monitoring system deployed Drift detection response time Audit trail completeness score
Assurance

8. Incident Reporting channel exists % incidents reported & resolved ~ Cross-system learning evidence
Reporting &

Learning

Sub-Indicator Scoring Rubric

Each sub-indicator is scored 0—10 on a five-level rubric:

0-2 Non-existent / Inadequate No evidence of standard being met; fundamental gaps present

34 Partial / Inconsistent Some elements present but incomplete or inconsistently applied

5-6 Adequate but Unverified Standard appears to be met; no independent verification available

7-8 Adequate and Verified Standard met and confirmed by independent auditor or third party

9-10 Best Practice / Continuously Exemplary; independently verified; continuously monitored and improved
Maintained

Standard Score Calculation

Each Standard score S(i) = 0.25 x D(i) + 0.35 x O(i) + 0.40 x E(i). Evidence carries 40% weight
as the defining feature of a credible trust assessment. Operation carries 35% as real-world
performance. Design carries 25% as intent and architecture.

ATR Total Score: Standard Weights

The overall ATR is the weighted sum of all eight Standard scores:

1. Safety and Reliability 16% Foundational — system failure is the most direct form of trust
violation
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3. Accountability and Human 15% Democratic Al governance requires clear human responsibility
Oversight

6. Fairness, Truthfulness, and 14% Expanded standard covering discrimination, accuracy, and data
Information Integrity integrity

2. Transparency and Explainability 13% Prerequisite for accountability and public confidence

5. Security and Resilience 12% Protection against adversarial misuse

4. Privacy and Data Dignity 12% Fundamental rights protection

7. Monitoring and Continuous 10% Trust is maintained over time, not declared once

Assurance

8. Incident Reporting and Learning 8% Systemic learning from failure

ATR = sum of (w(i) x S(i)) for all eight standards, expressed on a scale of 0—100.

Tier Classification

T1 — Trusted 80-100 Fully Trusted Eligible for AIWS Trust Passport; full Trusted Order
partnership; all AIWS domains

T2 — Conditionally 60-79 Conditionally Deployment with conditions; mandatory improvement
Trusted Trusted roadmap within 90 days

T3 — Under 40-59 Restricted Deployment restricted to non-critical contexts;
Remediation corrective action plan within 6 months

T4 — Not Trusted 0-39 Not Permitted Deployment not permitted in AIWS ecosystem; re-

assessment after major remediation

High-Risk Context Modifier

For systems in Tier 3 high-risk contexts — electoral systems, emergency healthcare, judicial
decision support, national security, and child-facing applications — Standards 1 (Safety), 3
(Accountability), and 6 (Fairness, Truthfulness, and Information Integrity) must each achieve a
minimum sub-indicator score of 7/10 across D, O, and E. Failure to meet this floor automatically
reduces ATR classification to T3 regardless of aggregate score. This prevents a high aggregate
from masking critical gaps in the standards that matter most in high-stakes contexts.

Assessment Process

Phase 1 — Self-Assessment (4 weeks): The deploying organization completes the AIWS Trust
Assessment Questionnaire, documenting evidence for each sub-indicator.
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Phase 2 — Technical Review (6 weeks): An AIWS-accredited laboratory conducts code audit,
system log review, technical architecture evaluation, and preliminary sub-indicator scoring.

Phase 3 — Independent Verification (4 weeks): A third-party auditor, independent of both the
deploying organization and the accredited lab, validates Evidence sub-indicator scores and flags
discrepancies.

Phase 4 — ATR Panel Review (2 weeks): A multidisciplinary panel covering technical, ethical,
legal, and domain expertise reviews the draft score, resolves disputes, and finalizes the ATR.

Phase 5 — ATR Certificate and Trust Passport Issued: Valid for 12 months. Re-assessment
triggered automatically by any major system change, significant incident, or certificate expiry.

4. Part II — AIWS Trust Infrastructure

An Operational Architecture for Trustworthy Al

4.1 Why Trust Must Become Infrastructure

Trust cannot remain a principle alone. It must be embedded in institutions, technical systems,
governance mechanisms, and public accountability.

In the AT Age, the absence of trust infrastructure produces fragility, mistrust, and political
instability.

4.2 Definition

AIWS Trust Infrastructure is the operational system that enables the implementation,
monitoring, assessment, and continuous maintenance of AIWS Trust Standards across sectors
and institutions.

It includes:

e governance structures

e technical controls

e monitoring systems

e incident reporting and redress

e learning loops

o dashboards

e trust measurement systems

e sector-specific implementation pathways
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4.3 The Five Layers of Trust Infrastructure

Layer 1: Standards / Trust-by-Design
The standards themselves as deployment requirements.
Layer 2: Governance and Accountability

Human-in-command, role-based responsibility, complaint and review pathways, institutional
oversight.

Layer 3: Technical Controls

Privacy-by-design, encryption, provenance, resilience, stop-switches, and integrity protections.
Layer 4: Monitoring and Continuous Assurance

Drift detection, fairness monitoring, audit trails, reassessment, and trust dashboards.

Layer 5: Incident Exchange and Learning Loop

Incident reporting, escalation, shared learning, and corrective action.

4.4 Core Functions

AIWS Trust Infrastructure performs six functions:

e implementation
e assurance

e monitoring

e correction

e learning

e coordination

4.5 Relationship to Standards

The distinction is clear:

e AIWS Trust Standards define what trust requires.
e AIWS Trust Infrastructure provides the mechanisms that operationalize those
requirements.
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4.6 Relationship to ATR and ATX

AIWS Trust Rating (ATR)
Evaluates whether a specific Al asset meets trust standards.
AIWS Trust Index (ATX)

Measures trust performance at institutional, sectoral, or societal scale.
Trust Infrastructure is what produces the evidence these mechanisms require.

ATR and ATX are especially original because they do not stand alone. They are embedded in a
broader trust architecture that links standards, infrastructure, measurement, and the AIWS
Trusted Order, allowing trust to be assessed not only at the level of individual systems, but also
across institutions, sectors, and trusted partnerships.

4.7 Sectoral Applications

Trust Infrastructure should be implemented across:

e health

e education

e government

e trusted civic information
o finance and digital assets

Each domain uses the same architecture differently, according to risk and institutional context.

4.8 Strategic Significance
AIWS Trust Infrastructure:

e reduces risk

e reduces friction

e increases legitimacy

e supports trusted cooperation
e creates a trust dividend

It operationalizes trust.

This can be expressed through innovations such as an AIWS Trust Passport, an AIWS Trust
Ledger, a Human Dignity Impact Statement, an AIWS Trust Emergency Protocol, an AIWS
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Civic Trust Safeguard Layer, an AIWS Historical Memory, Education, and Knowledge Trust
Layer, and a Trust Dividend mechanism.

The early placement of the AIWS Trust Emergency Protocol reflects a practical reality of the Al
Age: in high-risk environments, trust must not only be built and measured, but also defended and
restored rapidly when it is threatened.

4.9 ATWS Trust Index (ATX) — Methodology

Definition and Purpose

The AIWS Trust Index (ATX) measures trustworthiness in Al at the institutional, sectoral, and
national scale. While ATR evaluates whether a specific system is trustworthy, ATX aggregates
evidence across systems and adds governance quality, public trust signals, and continuous
improvement dimensions. ATX operates at three tiers: ATX-I (Institutional), ATX-S (Sectoral),
and ATX-N (National). ATX-N is the primary input for Trusted Order accession and Trust
Passport mutual recognition.

ATX-I: Institutional Trust Index

ATX-I measures the Al trustworthiness of a single organization — a hospital, ministry, bank,
university, or technology platform. It answers not just ‘are this organization’s Al systems
trustworthy?’ but ‘is this organization trustworthy in how it governs, deploys, and improves its
Al?”

What It Measures Key Indicators

C1: System Trust 40% Trust quality of all deployed AI ~ Deployment-scale-weighted average ATR across all
Portfolio systems systems

C2: Governance 25% Institutional Al governance Al policy; CAIO / oversight body; audit frequency;
Quality structures staff training; incident culture; board accountability
C3: Public Trust 20% Real-world trust of users and User trust survey; complaint rate (inverted); NLP
Signal citizens media sentiment score (12 months); regulatory

action rate (inverted)

C4: Improvement 15% Direction and speed of trust ATR year-over-year change; incident rate trend,
Trajectory improvement remediation completion rate; voluntary disclosure
rate

Formula: ATX-I1=0.40xC1+0.25xC2+020xC3+0.15xC4
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The inclusion of Continuous Improvement Trajectory (C4) is a deliberate design choice: ATX-I
actively incentivizes improvement. An organization with ATR scores rising from 55 to 72 over
two years may score higher on ATX-I than one whose scores have been stagnant at 70.

ATX-N: National Trust Index

ATX-N measures a country’s overall Al trustworthiness for Trusted Order accession, Trust
Passport mutual recognition, and international cooperation eligibility. It captures both the
technical trustworthiness of Al systems deployed within a country and the governance,
regulatory, civic, and democratic conditions that shape whether those systems can be sustainably
trusted.

System-Level Trust 25% Deployment-weighted average ATR of Al systems in healthcare, government,
finance, education, and public safety

Regulatory Quality 20% Existence, scope, independence, and enforcement record of national Al regulation;
alignment with international standards

Institutional Governance 20% Quality of Al oversight across government, private sector, judiciary, and civil
society
Civic Information Trust 20% Deepfake defense capability; content provenance infrastructure; media ecosystem

trust; epistemic resilience; synthetic media labeling adoption

Public and Democratic 15% Citizen trust survey results; quality of democratic discourse around Al civil
Trust society engagement

Formula: ATX-N = 0.25 x T(sys) + 0.20 x T(reg) + 0.20 x T(inst) + 0.20 x T(civic) + 0.15 x
T(pub)

Civic Information Trust carries a dedicated, independently weighted 20% in ATX-N. No country
can qualify as a Full Partner in the AIWS Trusted Order if its civic information infrastructure
lacks deepfake defense, provenance standards, or basic epistemic resilience. Information
integrity is not a subset of security — it is a pillar of democratic governance.

ATX-N and Trusted Order Tier

ATX-N Score Trusted Order Status Implications

75-100 Full Partner Trust Passport mutual recognition; all AIWS pilot domains; preferential
cooperation status; joint Trust Infrastructure eligible

60-74 Associate Partner Selected pilot domains; structured roadmap to Full Partner; partial Trust
Passport recognition
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45-59 Observer

Below 45 Not Eligible

Dialogue and working group participation; no deployment interoperability;

capacity-building access

Capacity-building engagement only; structured pathway toward Observer
status upon reaching minimum threshold

What Makes ATR and ATX Genuinely Distinctive

The following table compares ATR / ATX to existing frameworks on five defining dimensions:

ATR / ATX Design Comparison with Existing Frameworks

Evidence-weighted scoring

Improvement trajectory
rewarded

Operational gateway to
cooperation

Civic information as
independent dimension

Vertically integrated
architecture

Evidence sub-indicator carries 40% of
each Standard score

ATX-I Component 4 (15%) measures
year-over-year improvement, not only
current state

ATX-N directly determines Trusted
Order tier and Trust Passport mutual
recognition

ATX-N dedicates 20% independently
to Civic Information Trust (deepfake
defense, provenance, media trust)

ATR (system) — ATX-I (institution)
— ATX-N (nation) — Trusted Order
(international)

Most frameworks (NIST RMF, ISO 42001) rely
primarily on self-declaration or documentation
review

Most indices are static snapshots; no reward for
organizations actively improving

EU AI Act, NIST: compliance frameworks with no
direct link to international cooperation status

Other frameworks subsume information integrity
within security or transparency — not measured
independently

No existing framework creates a single coherent
chain from system-level assessment to
international cooperation standing

Taken together, ATR and ATX do not simply add measurement to existing frameworks. They
create a new kind of trust infrastructure. evidence-weighted, trajectory-sensitive, operationally
linked to international cooperation, protective of democratic information integrity, and vertically
integrated from individual Al deployment to global trusted order.

4.10 Pioneering and Distinctive Additions

AIWS Trust Passport

AIWS should establish an AIWS Trust Passport as a portable trust credential for Al systems,
institutions, and public-service environments. The Trust Passport would summarize trust rating,
approved use cases, risk category, audit status, provenance status where relevant, redress
pathway, and renewal date, making trust legible and interoperable across sectors and borders.
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AIWS Trust Ledger

AIWS should create an AIWS Trust Ledger as a structured record of certification history, major
model changes, audits, incidents, corrective actions, and renewals. This would turn trust into a
traceable institutional memory rather than a one-time label.

AIWS Human Dignity Impact Statement

High-impact systems should be required to produce an AIWS Human Dignity Impact Statement
explaining how the system may affect autonomy, dignity, vulnerable groups, and non-delegable
human responsibilities. This would give AIWS a more explicit moral and civilizational
foundation than frameworks limited to technical risk alone.

AIWS Trust Emergency Protocol

The AIWS Trust Emergency Protocol (AIWS-TEP) is a structured operational procedure for
detecting, responding to, and recovering from events that threaten the integrity of trusted Al
systems, democratic information, or the AIWS Trusted Order itself. It addresses a gap that no
existing Al governance framework has filled: the need for a defined, pre-agreed, multi-
stakeholder response procedure that can operate at the speed of Al-enabled threats.

The core insight is simple: trust, once damaged, does not repair itself automatically. Without a
defined response architecture, trust incidents produce confusion, conflicting narratives, slow
correction, and lasting damage to public confidence. The AIWS-TEP is designed to ensure that
when trust is attacked, the response is faster, more credible, and more effective than the attack
itself.

Trigger Classification

The protocol defines six categories of trust emergency trigger, each with an initial severity
classification and an escalation threshold:

Category Examples Initial Escalation Threshold
Classification

Deepfake Attack on Synthetic video of head of state; Level 2 Level 3 if confirmed distribution
Public Institution fabricated government exceeds national threshold or involves
announcement; manipulated electoral process

election material

Critical Al System Health Al causing patient harm at Level 2 Level 3 if affects more than defined
Failure scale; government service Al population threshold or involves life-
producing discriminatory decisions critical systems
at scale
Coordinated Simultaneous deployment of Level 3 Level 4 if evidence of state-sponsored
Information Attack synthetic media across multiple origin or cross-border coordination
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platforms targeting democratic

institutions
Trust Infrastructure Breach of TrustChain ledger; Level 3 Level 4 if affects Full Partner
Compromise manipulation of ATR certification infrastructure or certification integrity
records; Dashboard data integrity
attack
Election Integrity Al-generated voter suppression Level 3 Level 4 if affects active electoral
Incident materials; synthetic candidate process in a Full Partner country

impersonation; manipulation of
election information systems

Cascading Trust Failure ~ Simultaneous failures across Level 4 Immediate Level 4; Beacon Emergency
multiple trusted systems creating convened within 24 hours
systemic loss of public confidence

Four-Level Response Architecture

Monitor Potential trust-relevant event Monitoring initiated AIWS Secretariat duty officer

identified; not yet confirmed within 1 hour

2 Alert Event confirmed; localized Assessment report Trust Infrastructure Team +
impact; contained risk within 4 hours affected organization

3 Response Confirmed event with Response protocol Trust Emergency Coordinator +
significant public trust impact or  activated within 2 hours =~ Enforcement Panel + relevant Full
systemic risk of Level 3 classification  Partners

4 Emergency Severe, fast-moving, or multi- Emergency convened AIWS Beacon Emergency: BGF
actor event threatening within 24 hours; public leadership + full Enforcement
democratic institutions or statement within 6 Panel + government partners +
Trusted Order integrity hours regulator referral

Detection and Activation

The AIWS-TEP is activated by: automated signals from the AIWS Trust Dashboard and GDAN
Alert Network indicating anomalous patterns; formal notification from a Full or Associate
Partner; referral from a national regulatory authority or government partner; or direct detection
by the AIWS Secretariat. Any of these can initiate a Level 1 Monitor. Classification to Level 2
and above requires confirmation by the AIWS Trust Infrastructure Team.
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Restoration Pathway

A critical feature of the protocol is that it does not end with containment. Trust emergency
response must include a defined pathway back to verified trustworthiness. The six-phase
restoration pathway is:

Immediate Containment

Verification and

Attribution

Public Communication

Systemic Response

Trust Restoration

Post-Incident Learning

Issue public trust advisory; activate GDAN
alert network; coordinate with platform
partners on content; refer to national
regulators

Independent technical verification of event;
preliminary attribution assessment;
evidence preservation for Trust Incident

Registry

Factual public statement with confirmed
information only; regular updates at
defined intervals; clear statement of what is
known and unknown

ATR/ATX review of affected systems;
Trusted Order tier review if partner
implicated; formal referral to regulators if
warranted

Corrective action plan published;
remediation milestones set; public
restoration declaration when standards re-
met; Trust Incident Registry updated

Formal incident review; protocol update if
needed; findings published in Annual Trust
Report; cross-network learning distributed

Governance of the Protocol

0—6 hours from Level
3/4 declaration

648 hours

First statement within 6
hours; updates every 12
hours until resolved

Within 7 days of initial
event

Restoration declaration
within 90 days or
extension formally
granted

Within 60 days of
resolution

Trust Emergency
Coordinator

AIWS-accredited
technical team +
independent verifier

AIWS
Communications +
affected organization

Enforcement Panel

Affected organization
+ AIWS Secretariat

Trust Emergency
Review Panel

The AIWS Trust Emergency Coordinator is a standing role, not activated only in emergencies.
The Coordinator is responsible for maintaining the protocol, running quarterly simulation
exercises, reviewing trigger classifications, and updating the protocol annually based on post-
incident learning. The Beacon Emergency — the Level 4 convening — is the only AIWS
governance body that can override standard Trusted Order processes during an active

emergency.
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AIWS Civic Trust Safeguard Layer

AIWS should formally include a Civic Trust Safeguard Layer covering provenance by default,
synthetic-media labeling, deepfake rapid response, trusted public signal systems, civic platform
accountability, election integrity protections, incident exchange for information attacks, and
epistemic resilience. This would place democratic information integrity at the center of trust
architecture, not at its margins.

AIWS Historical Memory, Education, and Knowledge Trust Layer

AIWS Trust Architecture should also include an AIWS Historical Memory, Education, and
Knowledge Trust Layer. A trustworthy Al future depends not only on trusted systems and trusted
information, but also on trust in the civilizational foundations through which societies remember,
learn, and transmit knowledge across generations. Al systems increasingly shape educational
content, historical narratives, knowledge discovery, and public understanding. Without
safeguards, they may distort memory, weaken educational integrity, or erode confidence in the
institutions through which knowledge is preserved, transmitted, and renewed. This layer should
therefore protect historical integrity, educational trust, scholarly reliability, and responsible
knowledge stewardship. It should help ensure that Al strengthens rather than undermines the
continuity of memory, learning, judgment, and civilization itself.

AIWS Trust Dividend and Incentive Layer

Institutions that measurably improve trust performance should receive recognition, preferred
partnership status, eligibility for trusted pilots, and other forms of institutional advantage. This
Trust Dividend concept would make trust not only a requirement, but a source of value and
motivation.

AIWS Mutual Recognition Framework
Trusted partners operating under compatible AIWS procedures should be able to grant partial
recognition to one another’s trust assessments. A Mutual Recognition Framework would support

interoperability, trusted cross-border deployment, and international scaling of the AIWS Trusted
Order.

AIWS Public Trust Dashboard

AIWS should promote public-facing Trust Dashboards that display trust rating, monitoring
status, complaint and redress channels, incident summaries, provenance status where relevant,
and the next review date. This would make trust publicly visible and democratically legible.

AIWS Culture and Humanity Layer

AIWS should explicitly include a Culture and Humanity Layer connecting the trust architecture
with AIWS Film Park, Films for Humanity in the AI Age, and broader cultural efforts that
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elevate truth, dignity, compassion, peace, and ethical imagination. This would make AIWS one
of the few Al governance frameworks to integrate institutional trust with cultural leadership.

Taken together, these additions would make AIWS Trust Architecture not merely a governance
framework, but a living trust operating system for the AI Age — capable not only of defining

trust, but of protecting, restoring, and transmitting it across institutions, societies, and
generations.

5. Part III — AIWS Trusted Order

An International Framework of Trust, Benefit, and Respect
for the Al Age

5.1 Why the AI Age Requires a Trusted Order

Al is reshaping world order. The problem is no longer only domestic governance, but the
structure of trusted international cooperation around Al.

Without a trusted order, the world risks fragmentation, incompatible governance systems, weak
coordination, and growing mistrust across borders.

5.2 Definition

The AIWS Trusted Order is an international framework of trusted cooperation in the Al Age,
grounded in shared commitments to:

o trust
e benefit
e respect

It includes nations, institutions, companies, universities, media, civil society, and public-interest
actors.

5.3 The Three Pillars

Trust

Safe, transparent, accountable systems and institutions.
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Benefit
Visible public gains in health, education, productivity, public services, civic trust, and prosperity.
Respect

Protection of sovereignty, dignity, cultural legitimacy, and fair partnership.

5.4 Building Blocks

The Trusted Order rests upon:
e AIWS Trust Standards
e AIWS Trust Infrastructure
e AIWS Trust Rating
e AIWS Trust Index
o trusted pilot domains
e trusted-partner dialogue
As these elements mature, the AIWS Trusted Order can also incorporate portable trust

credentials, mutual recognition pathways, and interoperable public trust mechanisms that make
trusted cooperation more practical across institutions and borders.

5.5 Four Architectures

Norms Architecture
Shared standards, accountability, provenance, and democratic integrity.
Infrastructure Architecture

Monitoring systems, dashboards, provenance systems, trusted public signals, and resilience
mechanisms.

Capability Alliance Architecture
Trusted partners contributing according to comparative strength.
Inclusive Prosperity Architecture

Health, education, civic trust, trusted services, and wider participation in benefit.
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5.6 Trusted Partners and Their Roles

United States

Institutional leadership, alliance-building, research capacity, trust architecture design.
Japan

Trusted industrial standards, semiconductors, reliable infrastructure.

India

Scale, talent, digital public infrastructure, democratic Al-for-society deployment.
Israel

Innovation, cyber resilience, medical Al, operational excellence.

Vietnam

Trusted growth pathways, digital public services, emerging-economy implementation, strategic
bridge role in Asia.

Europe
Rights-based governance, regulatory architecture, institutional legitimacy.
ASEAN Partners

Practical implementation pathways, inclusive regional participation, trusted growth models.

5.7 Trusted Civic Information as a Core Domain

No trusted order can survive if the information domain is structurally unstable.
Deepfakes and synthetic manipulation threaten:

e clections

e public communication

o authenticity of institutions
e civic trust

o the epistemic commons
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For this reason, Trusted Civic Information and Deepfake Defense should be one of the central
pilot domains of the AIWS Trusted Order.

5.8 The Beacon Process

The Beacon Process is the launch pathway through which the Trusted Order can begin moving
from concept to implementation.

It includes:
e working groups
e report development
o pilot design
o trusted-partner dialogue
e and structured follow-up after America at 250

Its symbolic and practical message is:

Something begins here.

5.9 Strategic Significance

The deepest form of leadership in the Al Age will belong not only to those who build the
strongest systems, but to those who build the most trusted ecosystem.

The Trusted Order scales trust internationally.

S5A. Trusted Order Enforcement
Architecture

A governance framework without enforcement is a declaration without consequence. The AIWS
Trusted Order is a voluntary framework — and that is correct. Trust cannot be coerced. But
voluntary does not mean unenforceable. The distinction that matters is not between voluntary
and mandatory, but between frameworks where non-compliance has no cost and frameworks
where non-compliance has real, visible, and durable consequences.

AIWS does not have legal authority. It cannot impose fines, revoke licenses, or compel
regulatory action. What AIWS has — and what this section is designed to operationalize — is
reputational authority, network authority, referral authority, and institutional memory. These are
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not substitutes for legal enforcement. But in a voluntary international framework, they are the
appropriate and genuinely powerful tools of accountability.

The AIWS Trusted Order Enforcement Architecture is built on four layers that work together:
incentives that make trustworthy behavior valuable; transparency mechanisms that make non-
compliance visible; tiered consequences that make serious violations costly; and mutual
accountability structures that distribute enforcement across the ecosystem. None of these layers
alone is sufficient. Together, they constitute a genuine enforcement architecture for a
democratic, voluntary, international governance framework.

5A.1 The Four-Layer Architecture

Incentive Architecture Trust Dividend; Trust Passport; preferred Makes trustworthy behavior actively

partnership; procurement priority valuable

2 Transparency Pressure Public Trust Dashboard; Annual Trust Report; ~ Makes non-compliance visible and
mandatory disclosure costly to reputation

3 Tiered Consequences Status downgrade; suspension; Trust Incident Makes serious violations have
Registry durable institutional cost

4 Mutual Accountability Peer review; regulator referral; civil society Distributes enforcement across the
access ecosystem

5A.2 Layer 1 — Incentive Architecture

Trust Dividend

Organizations and governments holding T1 ATR or Full Partner ATX-N status receive
preferential treatment across four domains: public procurement (governments that have adopted
AIWS-ITS give procurement preference to T1-certified Al systems); pilot program priority
(AIWS-sponsored pilot programs are open first to Full Partner organizations); funding and
recognition (BGF and AIWS confer preferred partnership status, co-authorship opportunities,
and featured participation in major events on Full Partner organizations); and international
deployment (T1 ATR systems holding an AIWS Trust Passport can deploy across partner
jurisdictions without duplicative assessment under the Mutual Recognition Framework).

Trust Passport Interoperability

The AIWS Trust Passport is not merely a certificate; it is a deployment credential. T1-rated
systems operating under Full Partner organizations receive a Trust Passport that enables
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recognized cross-border deployment within the Trusted Order network. Governments and
institutions in the network agree to accept Trust Passport credentials in lieu of duplicative
national assessments, subject to their own legal requirements. This makes T1 status directly
valuable in commercial and operational terms, not only reputationally.

AIWS Preferred Partnership Status

Full Partners receive visible preferential status within the BGF-AIWS ecosystem — including
priority placement on AIWS platforms, invitations to Trusted Order working groups, co-
authorship on AIWS publications, and featured participation in the America at 250 Beacon
Process events. This makes Trusted Order standing a genuine institutional asset.

5A.3 Layer 2 — Transparency Pressure

AIWS Public Trust Dashboard

The Trust Dashboard is the primary transparency mechanism of the Trusted Order. It displays, in
real time and in publicly accessible form: ATR scores and tier classifications for all participating
organizations; ATX-I and ATX-N scores for all participating institutions and countries; tier
status and any active flags, Formal Notices, or suspensions; and trajectory indicators showing
year-over-year movement. The Dashboard is designed to be cited by media, governments, and
civil society. Its power comes from visibility: an organization that is Suspended, flagged, or
declining in score cannot hide that fact.

Mandatory Disclosure Rule

Participation in the Trusted Order carries a mandatory disclosure obligation. Every Full Partner
and Associate Partner must publish its current ATR score, tier classification, most recent audit
summary, and incident disclosure record. Organizations that participate but do not disclose are
automatically flagged on the Dashboard as ‘Non-Disclosure: Status Unverifiable’ — which is
itself a reputational cost.

Annual AIWS Trust Report

The Annual AIWS Trust Report is the authoritative global publication on Al trust conditions. It
includes a league table of all participating countries by ATX-N score with year-over-year
change; sector-level ATR distributions globally; a summary of all enforcement actions, tier
changes, and suspensions during the year; a Trust Incident Summary; and recognition of
organizations and countries with the highest improvement trajectory. The Report is designed to
be the document that governments, media, and researchers cite when assessing global Al trust
conditions.
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Published Indicator

ATR Distribution by Sector

ATX-N League Table

Trusted Order Tier Changes

Trust Incident Summary

Enforcement Actions Log

Improvement Trajectory
Leaders

Distribution of ATR scores across health,
government, finance, education, civic
information globally

Ranked list of all participating countries by
ATX-N score with year-over-year change

List of all tier upgrades, downgrades, and
suspensions in the reporting year with reasons

Anonymized summary of confirmed incidents
by type, sector, and resolution status

Summary of Formal Notices issued,
suspensions, and referrals to national
regulators

Organizations and countries with highest
ATR/ATX improvement year-over-year

5A.4 Layer 3 — Tiered Consequences

Core Commitments Framework

Identifies sectors with systemic trust gaps;
creates sector-level pressure

Creates national reputational stakes;
rewards improvers publicly

Public accountability; makes consequences
of violations visible

Identifies patterns; enables systemic
response; creates compliance pressure

Demonstrates that enforcement is real and

consistent

Creates positive incentives; demonstrates
that improvement is recognized

Enforcement requires a clear and publicly available statement of what constitutes a violation.
The Trusted Order distinguishes three commitment levels:

Hard Commitment

Firm Commitment

Non-negotiable conditions
of Trusted Order
membership

suspended system

Refusal to publish ATR; refusal of
independent audit; falsification of
evidence; deployment of

Immediate suspension from
Trusted Order; public
notification; Trust Incident

Registry entry

Obligations that must be
met within defined
timelines

Best Effort
Commitment

Aspirational targets
without penalty for non-
achievement

Missing improvement milestones;
failure to report confirmed
incidents; non-renewal of ATR
certificate

Failing to reach T1 within target
timeline; incomplete voluntary
disclosure

Formal Notice issued; 90-day
remediation window;
downgrade to lower tier if
unresolved

Remediation plan required; no
status penalty; trajectory
tracked in Annual Trust Report
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Trigger-Response Matrix
The following matrix specifies the enforcement response to each defined trigger event.

Responses are automatic upon confirmation, not discretionary, in order to ensure consistency and
prevent political interference with enforcement decisions:

Trigger Event Tier Impact Public Disclosure | Re-admission Pathway

Confirmed falsification of Immediate Effective same Yes — public 18-month minimum; new

ATR evidence suspension day statement independent audit; Panel
review

Refusal of scheduled Downgrade to 30-day notice then =~ Yes — Dashboard ~ Submit to full audit

independent audit

Failure to renew ATR
certificate (lapsed)

ATX-N drops below Full
Partner threshold

Confirmed incident not
reported within required
window

Systematic pattern of Firm

Commitment failures

Observer within
30 days

Conditional status:

yellow flag on
Dashboard

Associate Partner
status

Formal Notice;
potential
downgrade

Downgrade one
tier

Trust Incident Registry

automatic

30-day grace
period then
flagged

At next quarterly

review

Formal Notice
within 14 days

Following annual
review

flag

Dashboard
indicator only

Dashboard update

Incident registered
in Trust Ledger

Annual Trust
Report notation

process; 90-day
remediation

Renew ATR within 60
days to restore status

Structured roadmap;
reviewed at next annual
cycle

Corrective action plan +

90-day monitoring period

Governance improvement
plan; 12-month probation

Every confirmed violation — whether resulting in suspension, downgrade, or Formal Notice —
is entered into the Trust Incident Registry, which is a permanent, publicly accessible, non-
deletable record. Organizations may annotate entries with corrective actions, remediation plans,
and resolution status, but entries cannot be removed. The Registry serves as institutional
memory: when organizations seek partnership, procurement contracts, or regulatory recognition,
their Registry history is visible. This is the durable reputational cost of serious violations.

S5A.5 Layer 4 — Mutual Accountability

Trusted Partner Review

Full Partners have both the right and the institutional responsibility to flag observed violations by
other Full or Associate Partners. A formal flagging mechanism is available through the AIWS

MICHAEL DUKAKIS

INSTITUTE FOR LEADERSHIP AND INNOVATION

AIWS

Al WORLD SOCIETY

@

SHINZ(X gg

INITIATIVE

@

WORLD LEADER FOR PEACE AND SECURITY. WORLD LEADER IN Al WORLD SOCIETY




Secretariat. Flags trigger a review process: the Secretariat investigates and, if the flag is
confirmed, initiates the appropriate enforcement response. Anonymous flagging is not permitted
— flagging organizations are identified in the review record, creating accountability on both
sides.

Regulator Referral Protocol

AIWS does not have legal enforcement authority. But it can amplify the consequences of
confirmed violations by formally referring findings to named regulatory bodies. AIWS will
establish formal referral protocols with the EU DSA enforcement authorities, the US Federal
Trade Commission, CISA, relevant national data protection authorities, and the G7 and G20 Al
governance working groups. Referrals are public documents. This means that a confirmed AIWS
violation becomes a matter of public record in the regulatory domain, not only in the AIWS
ecosystem.

Civil Society and Academic Watchdog Access

AIWS maintains an open data policy for accredited civil society organizations and academic
researchers. Anonymized ATR assessment data, Trust Dashboard feeds, and Trust Incident
Registry records are accessible to qualified independent researchers. This creates an external

verification layer: independent researchers can identify patterns, publish findings, and hold both
AIWS and its members accountable through public scholarship and journalism.

5A.6 Enforcement Rights and Obligations by Tier

Trusted Order Tier Enforcement Rights Enforcement Obligations Suspension
Vulnerability

Full Partner (ATX-N May flag violations by other Must publish ATR; submit to Suspension if Hard

75-100) Partners; access to full Trust annual independent audit; report Commitment
Dashboard data; eligible for peer confirmed incidents within 14 violated; downgrade
review panel days; complete annual peer review  if Firm

Commitments unmet
after remediation

window
Associate Partner May report observed violations; Must publish ATR; submit to Same as Full
(ATX-N 60-74) access to standard Dashboard data audit; report incidents; provide Partner;
roadmap to Full Partner additionally:

automatic review if
roadmap milestones
missed

Observer (ATX-N 45— May raise concerns through No ATR publication required; Not subject to
59) Secretariat; limited Dashboard encouraged to participate in suspension; may be
access capacity-building declined upgrade if
behavior
inconsistent with
commitments
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Suspended None — access suspended Must comply with re-admission N/A — already
requirements suspended,; re-
admission requires
full Panel review

5A.7 The Limits and Strengths of Voluntary Enforcement
It is important to be precise about what this enforcement architecture can and cannot do.
What It Cannot Do

AIWS cannot impose legal penalties, compel regulatory action, or prevent an organization from
deploying Al systems outside the Trusted Order ecosystem. An organization that exits the
Trusted Order faces no legal consequence — only the loss of the benefits of membership and the
reputational cost of exit.

What It Can Do

Within the Trusted Order ecosystem, the enforcement architecture creates genuine and graduated
consequences. It makes non-compliance visible through the Dashboard and Annual Report. It
makes serious violations permanently recorded in the Trust Incident Registry. It makes preferred
partnership status and Trust Passport interoperability contingent on continued compliance. And it
links AIWS findings to the regulatory domain through the referral protocol, ensuring that
confirmed violations are not contained within the voluntary framework.

Reputational Power Public ATR/ATX scores; No legal compulsion; Ensure Dashboard is cited by
Annual Trust Report; Trust depends on value placed on G7/G20 working groups and
Dashboard; league tables AIWS standing media; partner with major
publications
Network Power Exclusion from preferred Only effective if Trusted Build network so that Trusted
partnerships, procurement Order membership is Order status becomes market
priority, pilot programs, BGF  genuinely valued signal; link to procurement criteria
events and publications in partner governments
Referral Power Formal referral of confirmed BGF cannot compel Build formal referral protocols
violations to EU DSA, FTC, regulatory action; referral is with named regulatory bodies;
CISA, national regulators, advisory ensure referrals are public
G7/G20 Al working groups documents
Peer Pressure Full Partners may flag Depends on willingness of Require annual peer review as
violations; peer review partners to act; potential for condition of Full Partner status;
process; civil society and strategic non-reporting open data policy for accredited
researchers
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academic watchdog access to

data

Institutional Memory  Trust Incident Registry and Does not prevent future Ensure Registry is cited in due
Trust Ledger: permanent, violations; historical only diligence processes; link to AIWS
non-deletable record Trust Passport interoperability
annotated with corrective requirements
actions

The Strategic Logic

The strategic logic of this enforcement architecture rests on a simple proposition: as the AIWS
Trusted Order grows, the value of membership grows with it. When Trusted Order status
becomes a prerequisite for preferred procurement, cross-border deployment, and access to the
most significant Al governance platforms, the cost of non-compliance — and the cost of exit —
rises accordingly. The enforcement architecture is designed not primarily to punish violations,
but to make the value of the Trusted Order so real that violations are genuinely costly and
trustworthy behavior is genuinely rewarded.

5A.8 Governance of the Enforcement Function

Enforcement decisions must themselves be trustworthy. The following principles govern the
enforcement function:

Independence: Enforcement decisions are made by the AIWS Enforcement Panel, which is
constituted independently of the BGF Secretariat and includes members from outside the BGF-
AIWS network.

Consistency: Trigger-response mappings are pre-defined and published. Enforcement responses
are automatic upon confirmation, not discretionary.

Due Process: Organizations subject to enforcement action receive formal written notice, a
defined response window, and the right to present evidence before any downgrade or suspension
is finalized.

Transparency: All enforcement actions — Formal Notices, downgrades, suspensions, and
referrals — are published on the Dashboard and included in the Annual Trust Report.

Appeals: Organizations may appeal enforcement decisions to an independent appeals panel
within 30 days of notification. The appeals panel operates independently of the Enforcement
Panel and the Secretariat.

The AIWS Trusted Order Enforcement Architecture is not the architecture of a regulatory
authority. It is the architecture of a trusted community — one in which membership is valuable,
standards are clear, violations have durable consequences, and the governance of enforcement
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is itself held to the same standards of transparency and accountability that the framework

demands of others.

SB. AIWS Trust Architecture and Existing

Global Frameworks

A pioneering framework does not exist in isolation. To be genuinely useful, AIWS Trust
Architecture must situate itself clearly within the existing landscape of global Al governance —
stating honestly where it complements, extends, aligns with, or goes beyond the major
frameworks that governments, institutions, and technology organizations already operate under.

The central positioning of AIWS Trust Architecture in relation to existing frameworks is this:
AIWS does not replace any existing framework. It provides an interoperable layer that

recognizes, amplifies, and extends them — particularly in the dimensions that legal, national,
and standards-body frameworks structurally cannot address.

AIWS Relationship Interoperability Mechanism

EU AI Act

NIST AI RMF

ISO 42001

UNESCO
Recommendation on
Al Ethics

Hiroshima Al
Process (G7)

@

WORLD LEADER FOR PEACE AND SECURITY.

Legally binding risk-based
regulation of Al systems in
the EU market

Voluntary US framework
for managing Al risk
across four functions:
Govern, Map, Measure,
Manage

International management
systems standard for Al;
certification-based

Global normative
statement on Al ethics
across 11 policy areas;
non-binding

G7 framework for
responsible Al;
international guiding
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Complementary: EU Al Act
compliance in Annex III high-
risk categories counts as partial
evidence toward ATR Standard
scores 1, 3,4, and 5

Aligned: NIST RMF categories
map to AIWS Trust Standards;
organizations with mature NIST
implementations can accelerate
ATR self-assessment

Compatible: ISO 42001
certification counts as partial
Evidence sub-indicator input for
Standards 1, 2, 3, and 7

Foundational: UNESCO
Recommendation principles are
embedded in AIWS Trust
Standards; AIWS
operationalizes what UNESCO
articulates

Reinforcing: AIWS Trusted
Order is explicitly compatible
with Hiroshima Process
commitments; ATX-N scoring
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EU AI Act conformity assessment
documentation accepted as
Evidence sub-indicator input in
ATR process; T1 ATR provides
additional assurance layer above
legal minimum

NIST RMF profiles accepted as
Design sub-indicator
documentation; AIWS ATR adds
independent verification and
numeric scoring layer

ISO 42001 audit findings accepted
in ATR technical review phase;

T1 ATR extends beyond ISO
42001 scope to include civic
information integrity and national
cooperation dimensions

AIWS ATX-N National
Governance dimension
incorporates UNESCO
Implementation Checklist
assessment; ATX-N gives
UNESCO principles measurable,
trackable expression

BGF Secretariat engaged with G7
Al governance working group;
AIWS Annual Trust Report
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principles and code of

conduct
Bletchley Multi-government
Declaration (2023) statement on Al safety
risks; commitment to
cooperation on frontier Al
UN AI Advisory UN recommendations on
Body Reports international Al

governance architecture

can be used to assess G7
member progress

Consistent: Bletchley concerns
about frontier Al safety are
addressed in AIWS Trust
Standards 1 and 5; Trust
Emergency Protocol addresses
rapid response gaps

Complementary: AIWS Trusted
Order provides an
implementable voluntary
framework compatible with UN
multilateral approach

5B.1 The Interoperability Principle

designed to inform G7/G20 Al
governance assessments

AIWS TEP designed to be
compatible with Bletchley-
inspired national Al safety
institutes; BGF supports multi-
government coordination on Al
incident response

AIWS framework available as
reference architecture for UN Al
governance body discussions;
ATX-N can inform UN
assessments of national Al
governance capacity

AIWS Trust Architecture is designed to be additive, not competitive. Organizations and
governments that have invested in EU Al Act compliance, NIST RMF implementation, or ISO
42001 certification do not need to abandon that work to participate in the Trusted Order. Instead,
that work counts as evidence toward AIWS assessments — reducing the cost of AIWS

participation for organizations that are already doing the right things.

The AIWS Trust Passport is explicitly designed to be recognized alongside — not instead of —
national and regional certifications. A system with EU Al Act conformity assessment and T1
ATR has demonstrated trustworthiness under both a binding legal framework and an
internationally voluntary trust framework. These are complementary signals.

5B.2 What AIWS Adds That Existing Frameworks Do Not

Provide

Despite this complementarity, the comparison table above makes clear that AIWS Trust
Architecture adds dimensions that no existing framework provides: a numeric trust score linked
to deployment tiers; an institutional trust index that measures governance quality and
improvement trajectory; a national trust index linked directly to international cooperation status;
a portable trust credential operable across borders; a dedicated civic information trust
governance layer; a voluntary enforcement architecture with real consequences; a Human-in-
Command doctrine; a Trust Emergency Protocol; and a structured pathway for emerging

economy participation.

These are not incremental additions. They are structural contributions that address the deepest
gaps in the current global Al governance landscape: the gap between principles and
measurement; between national and international; between compliance and trust, and between
static certification and dynamic, continuously maintained trustworthiness.

@
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S5C. Emerging Economy Implementation
Pathway

A global AI governance framework that only wealthy countries can participate in is not a global
framework. It is a club for the already-governed. AIWS Trust Architecture is designed to be
genuinely universal — not by lowering standards, but by providing a structured, supported
pathway through which countries at every stage of Al governance development can participate
meaningfully, improve continuously, and achieve full Trusted Order standing on a realistic
timeline.

This section defines the AIWS Emerging Economy Implementation Pathway: a phased entry
model, a capacity-building support framework, and a set of adaptations that make the Trusted
Order accessible without compromising its integrity.

5C.1 The Core Challenge

Many of the countries most affected by Al — and most in need of trusted Al governance — face
a structural disadvantage in meeting the requirements of sophisticated governance frameworks.
They may lack: independent Al regulatory bodies; accredited assessment laboratories; trained Al
governance professionals; robust legal frameworks for data protection and Al accountability; and
the financial resources to fund comprehensive ATR assessments across their Al deployments.

At the same time, these countries are often more exposed to the harms that AIWS Trust
Architecture is designed to address — particularly deepfake-driven information attacks, Al-
enabled electoral interference, and the deployment of undertested Al systems in high-stakes
public services. The case for their participation in the Trusted Order is therefore not charity but
urgency: the trust architecture of the AI Age is only as strong as its weakest members.

5C.2 The Phased Entry Model

Phase Name Duration Key Activities Trusted Order
Status

Phase 0 Engagement 0—6 months Country expresses interest; BGF conducts Pre-membership;
baseline ATX-N diagnostic; capacity gaps no public status
identified; national counterpart designated

Phase 1 Foundation Building ~ 6-18 months AIWS capacity-building programs activated, Observer status
draft Al governance policy developed with granted upon
AIWS technical support; first ATR pilots in completion of
1-2 sectors; ATX-N diagnostic repeated Phase 0
diagnostic and
national

MICHAELDUKAKIS AIWS  SHINZRge

INSTITUTE FOR LEADERSHIP AND INNOVATION Al WORLD SOCIETY INITIATIVE




counterpart

designation
Phase 2 Institutional 18-36 months National Al oversight body established; first Observer —
Development independent ATR assessment in pilot sector; Associate Partner
ATX-N formal assessment submitted; Trust upon ATX-N >
Dashboard integration; incident reporting 60 and
system activated completion of
institutional
milestones
Phase 3 Full Integration 36—60 months Full ATR assessment across critical sectors; Associate Partner
full ATX-N assessment; Trust Passport — Full Partner
issuance; participation in peer review; upon ATX-N >
contribution to Annual Trust Report 75 and full
compliance with
Trusted Order
obligations

5C.3 Capacity-Building Support Framework

AIWS Trust Architecture includes a structured set of support mechanisms designed to reduce the
cost and complexity of participation for emerging economy partners:

AIWS Governance Baseline assessment of national Al governance capacity All Phase 0 countries
Diagnostic across all ATX-N dimensions; gap analysis and
prioritized roadmap

Policy Development Support ~ Technical assistance for drafting national Al governance Phase 1 countries
frameworks compatible with AIWS-ITS; template
frameworks and advisory support

ATR Pilot Programs Supported first ATR assessments in one or two selected Phase 1 and 2 countries
sectors; reduced-cost accredited lab assessment; BGF
technical team involvement

Institutional Capacity Training programs for national Al oversight staff; Phase 1, 2, and 3 countries
Building secondment opportunities to AIWS Secretariat;
participation in Trusted Order working groups

Civic Information Trust Specific support for developing deepfake defense Phase 1 and 2 countries
Support capability, content provenance infrastructure, and

epistemic resilience programs — the domain where many

emerging economies face the greatest gap

South-South Knowledge Facilitated peer learning between emerging economy Phase 2 and 3 countries
Exchange Trusted Order members; sharing of implementation
experience across similar governance contexts
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Trust Dividend Priority Emerging economy Full Partners receive priority access Phase 3 (Full Partner) countries
Access to AIWS Trust Dividend benefits: procurement

preference, pilot program participation, and preferred

partnership status

5C.4 Addressing Structural Asymmetries

The phased entry model and capacity-building framework address the most common structural
barriers to participation. The following table maps each challenge to the specific mechanism that
addresses it:

Challenge How AIWS Addresses It

Limited regulatory infrastructure Phased entry model: Observer status requires no ATR publication; Foundation
Building phase uses AIWS technical support to develop infrastructure rather than
requiring it as a precondition

Cost of independent audits Phase 1 pilot programs use reduced-cost assessment models; BGF technical team
participation reduces third-party lab cost; South-South accredited lab network
development

Lack of trained Al governance Capacity-building programs and Secretariat secondments; training curriculum

professionals developed with Harvard Kennedy School and AIWS academic partners

Asymmetric deepfake and Dedicated Civic Information Trust Support program; priority access to GDAN alert

information attack vulnerability network; lower ATX-N Civic Information Trust threshold during Phase 1 and 2 with

compensatory capacity-building requirement

Fear of standards that embed Emerging economy representatives participate in Standards Board and Trust
Western bias Architecture working groups from Phase 1; standard revision process requires explicit
emerging economy input; ATX-N cultural legitimacy component under Respect pillar

Fragmented national Al Sector-by-sector ATR approach: Phase 1 requires ATR in only 1-2 sectors; full
deployment coverage required only for Full Partner status; sectors chosen by country based on
national development priorities

5C.5 Standards Integrity and Universal Participation

The phased entry model raises a legitimate question: if some countries participate under lower
requirements, does that undermine the integrity of the Trusted Order? The answer is no, for three
reasons.
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First, the tiered structure makes participation level explicit and public. Observer status does not
confer Full Partner rights; it confers participation in capacity-building and the aspiration of
progression. The Dashboard makes status transparent.

Second, the standards themselves do not change. ATR scoring criteria, ATX-N dimensions, and
Trust Passport requirements are identical for all participants. What the phased model adjusts is
the timeline and the level of support provided — not the destination.

Third, and most importantly, the Trusted Order is strengthened, not weakened, by broad
participation. A framework of 15 wealthy democracies is a club, a framework of 60 countries at
every income level is a genuine international order. The reputational and coordination value of
the Trusted Order increases with every country that participates — and the trust architecture of
the Al Age becomes more robust with every country that is helped to govern its AI well.

6. Strategic Importance of Trusted Civic
Information and Deepfake Defense

In the AT Age, trust architecture must extend into the information domain.
A society cannot sustain trust in institutions if it cannot sustain trust in information.

This principle is reinforced by the work of Professor Thomas E. Patterson, whose scholarship on
political communication, journalism, public opinion, and democratic legitimacy underscores that
no democratic order can remain stable if its information environment is systematically
manipulated or epistemically degraded.

Trusted Civic Information and Deepfake Defense should therefore be recognized as a core pilot
domain because it protects:

e public authenticity

o eclection integrity

e trusted government communication
e civic discourse

e democratic resilience

o the epistemic commons

This domain should include:

e provenance by default

o synthetic media labeling

e high-risk deepfake prohibition and rapid response
e civic platform accountability

e trusted public signal systems

e monitoring and incident exchange
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e redress and restoration mechanisms
e public epistemic resilience

It is not peripheral. It is foundational.

6A. Pilot Design and Validation Roadmap

A governance framework that exists only as theory is a declaration, not an architecture. The
AIWS Trust Architecture becomes genuinely pioneer not when it is written, but when it is tested,
validated, refined, and shown to produce stable, credible, and actionable results in real-world
contexts. This section defines the pilot design and validation roadmap through which that
transition occurs.

The core logic of the pilot roadmap is sequential and cumulative: organizational ATR pilots validate
the scoring methodology, institutional ATX-I pilots validate the governance index; national ATX-N
pilots validate the full chain from system-level trust to international cooperation status, and the
Trusted Order launch converts validated methodology into a live, self-sustaining governance
institution.

6A.1 The Four-Phase Architecture

The pilot roadmap unfolds across four phases from 2026 to 2029. Each phase builds on the
previous: ATR data from Phase 1 feeds ATX-I in Phase 2; ATX-I data from Phase 2 contributes
to ATX-N in Phase 3; validated ATX-N scores generate the Trusted Order tier recommendations
that become the founding basis of Phase 4. No phase can be skipped without undermining the
credibility of the phases that follow.

2026 ATR Organizational Pilots ~ Validate ATR scoring methodology ATR Methodology Validation
on 4 real Al systems across 4 sectors Report; refined rubrics and
weighting

2 2027 ATX-I Institutional Pilots Validate ATX-I institutional index ATX-I Methodology Validation
using Phase 1 ATR data + Report; governance scoring
governance assessment calibration

3 2028 ATX-N National Pilots Validate ATX-N national index for 2 ATX-N Validation Reports;
countries (Japan and Vietnam) Trusted Order tier
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recommendations for both

countries
4 2029 Trusted Order Founding Launch live Trusted Order with Trusted Order operational;
Partners validated methodology; issue first Trust Passport issued; Annual
Trust Passports; publish first Annual Report published

Trust Report

6A.2 Phase 1 (2026) — ATR Organizational Pilots

Rationale

ATR is the foundational instrument of the entire AIWS Trust Architecture. Before ATX-I, ATX-
N, or Trusted Order tiers can be claimed to mean anything, ATR must be shown to produce
consistent, verifiable, and meaningful trust scores across different sectors, geographies, and types
of Al system. Phase 1 tests ATR against four real Al systems specifically chosen to represent the
most important and most demanding domains of AIWS governance.

Pilot Organizations

Sector Candidate Al System to Be Assessed Rationale for Selection
Organization Type

Healthcare Hospital network or Clinical decision support Healthcare is the highest-stakes
national health agency system: Al-assisted diagnosis ATR domain; Japan has Al
in Japan or South Korea  or treatment recommendation governance infrastructure and
tool BGF relationship through Shinzo

Abe Initiative; T1-rated health Al
establishes credibility of ATR in
life-critical context

P1-B Government National or municipal AIWS Government 24/7 pilot Vietnam’s national leadership has
Public Services  government agency in deployment: Al-powered expressed political will at the
Vietnam citizen services or public London Roundtable; emerging
administration system economy context tests ATR

accessibility; validates Human-in-
Command implementation in
government Al

P1-C Technology Al company in BGF Content moderation, Tests ATR in commercial Al
Platform partner network (US or ~ recommendation system, or Al  context; Standard 6 (Truthfulness
Japan) assistant deployed at scale and Information Integrity) most

directly challenged by platform
Al tests civic information trust
sub-indicators

P1-D Finance and Central bank, Credit scoring, fraud detection, = Financial Al has clear auditability
Digital Assets development bank, or or regulatory compliance Al requirements; AIWS-DASI
system alignment can be validated; tests
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fintech institution in
ASEAN or India

Phase 1 Assessment Protocol

Standard 4 (Privacy and Data
Dignity) and Standard 5 (Security)
in high-stakes environment

Pilot partner selection and

BGF Secretariat + candidate

Jan—Mar 2026

Signed MOUs with 4 pilot

MOU signing organizations organizations; pilot scope
agreements
1.2 AIWS Trust Assessment Pilot organization (self- 4 weeks per pilot ~ Completed self-assessment
Questionnaire completion assessment) documentation for all 8
Standards
1.3 Independent technical review ~ AIWS-accredited laboratory 6 weeks per pilot ~ Technical review report with
(MIT Media Lab, Alan preliminary sub-indicator
Turing Institute, or KAIST scores
nominated)
1.4 Third-party evidence Independent auditor (separate 4 weeks per pilot ~ Verified Evidence sub-
verification from technical reviewer) indicator scores; discrepancy
flags
1.5 ATR Panel review and Multidisciplinary panel: 2 weeks per pilot ~ Final ATR score and Tier
scoring technical + ethical + legal + classification for each pilot
domain expert system
1.6 Pilot validation workshop All 4 pilot organizations + 1 day (October Validation findings;
ATR Panel + BGF academic 2026) methodology refinements;
partners (Patterson, Pentland, agreed updates to ATR
Choucri) rubrics
1.7 ATR Methodology BGF + independent academic ~ Nov—Dec 2026 Published report: ATR
Validation Report reviewers methodology performance,
inter-rater reliability, rubric
refinements, pilot findings
Validation Metrics

Phase 1 is designed to answer six specific validation questions. Success criteria are defined in
advance so that the pilot cannot be adjusted post-hoc to claim success:

Validation Question Acceptable Threshold
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Is ATR scoring consistent across
assessors?

Do Evidence sub-indicators actually
differentiate from Design and
Operation?

Is the 5-level rubric interpretable and
consistently applied?

Does Standard 6 (Truthfulness and
Information Integrity) produce valid
scores?

Is the assessment process feasible for

participating organizations?

Does ATR tier assignment align with
expert judgment?

Inter-rater reliability: correlation between
independent panel members’ scores on same
system

Variance in D/O/E scores within each
Standard across all pilots

Assessor agreement on rubric level
assignment for standardized test cases

Correlation between hallucination rate
measurement and 6b Evidence sub-indicator
score

Time and resource burden reported by pilot

organizations; completion rate

Expert panel independent tier judgment vs.
ATR algorithm tier assignment

Pearson r > 0.80 across panel
members

Evidence scores show meaningful
variance from D and O in > 50%
of Standards

> 75% agreement on level
assignment across test cases

Significant positive correlation (p
<0.05)

All 4 pilots complete full process;
average burden reported as < 40
person-days

Agreement in > 3 of 4 pilots; all
disagreements within one tier

Standard 6 Validation: Truthfulness and Data Integrity

Standard 6 (Fairness, Truthfulness, and Information Integrity) receives special attention in Phase
1 because it contains two sub-dimensions — 6b (Truthfulness and Factual Accuracy) and 6¢
(Data Integrity) — that are genuinely new additions to Al governance assessment and require
specific validation.

For 6b (Truthfulness): the pilot will develop and validate a Hallucination Rate Assessment
Protocol for generative Al systems and a Factual Accuracy Audit Protocol for deterministic Al
systems. The protocol will be validated by comparing ATR 6b Evidence sub-indicator scores
with independently measured hallucination rates from existing benchmarks (HELM, Truthful QA
for LLM-based systems) to confirm correlation.

For 6¢ (Data Integrity): the pilot will develop a Data Provenance Chain Assessment that
documents training data sourcing, quality controls, contamination testing, and synthetic data
disclosure. The protocol will be validated by comparing ATR 6¢ Design scores with
independently verified data documentation from the same organizations.

6A.3 Phase 2 (2027) — ATX-I Institutional Pilots

Rationale

ATX-I measures not just whether an organization’s Al systems are trustworthy (ATR) but
whether the organization itself is trustworthy in how it governs, deploys, and improves its Al.
Phase 2 validates whether the four ATX-I components — particularly C3 (Public Trust Signal)
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and C4 (Improvement Trajectory) — produce valid, discriminating, and feasible measurements.
These are the most methodologically novel components and require the most careful validation.

Pilot Institutions and Design

Institution Type Candidate ATX-I Components Being Key Question
Validated

2-A Technology Phase 1 P1-C All 4 components; especially C4  Does ATX-I governance score
company organization Improvement Trajectory (year- correlate with observed
(platform Al over-year comparison not yet governance quality? Does C4
company) possible; proxy metric used) trajectory metric capture

meaningful improvement?

P2-B Government Phase 1 P1-B C1 System Portfolio (using P1- Does ATX-I work in an
agency organization B ATR); C2 Governance emerging economy institutional
(Vietnamese Quality; C3 Public Trust Signal context? Is governance data
government agency)  (citizen satisfaction data) accessible at required
granularity?
P2-C Healthcare Phase 1 P1-A C1 System Portfolio; C2 Does ATX-I produce consistent
institution organization Governance (hospital Al results in a highly regulated
(Japanese hospital committee); C3 Public Trust sector with mature governance?
network) (patient satisfaction); C4 Does C2 Governance scoring
Trajectory (if Phase 1 ATR run work for clinical institutions?
twice)
P2-D  Financial Phase 1 P1-D All 4 components; special focus ~ Can C3 Public Trust Signal be
institution organization (central ~ on C3 Public Trust Signal reliably measured for financial
bank or fintech) (media sentiment for financial AI? Does NLP-based media
Al; complaint data) sentiment produce valid scores?

Phase 2 Assessment Protocol

ATX-I data collection: C1 (from Phase 1 ATR), C2 Jan—Jun 2027 Complete ATX-I data package for
(governance questionnaire + documentation review), C3 each of 4 institutional pilots
(survey design + fielding + NLP sentiment), C4

(trajectory proxy metrics where year-over-year not yet

available)

2.2 ATX-I scoring and Governance Quality panel review Jul-Aug 2027 Draft ATX-I scores for all 4
institutions with component
breakdowns

23 Public Trust Signal validation: compare C3 survey-based  Sep 2027 C3 cross-validation report; NLP

scores with complaint data and regulatory action data for sentiment calibration findings

same institutions
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24 ATX-I validation workshop with pilot institutions + Oct 2027 Validation findings; C2
academic validation team governance rubric refinements; C3
data collection protocol updates

2.5 ATX-I Methodology Validation Report Nov-Dec 2027 Published report: ATX-I
methodology performance,
component validity,
interoperability between sectors

C3 and C4 Validation Focus

Two ATX-I components require special validation focus. C3 (Public Trust Signal, 20%): the
NLP-based media sentiment score is methodologically innovative but vulnerable to data quality
and framing effects. Phase 2 will validate C3 by comparing NLP sentiment scores with direct
user/citizen trust survey scores for the same organizations, testing whether media sentiment is a
reliable proxy for actual public trust. If correlation is below threshold (r < 0.60), the C3
methodology will be revised before Phase 3.

C4 (Improvement Trajectory, 15%): Phase 2 cannot yet test true year-over-year ATR change for
most pilots since Phase 1 is the first assessment. Phase 2 will therefore use proxy validation:
comparing C4 trajectory scores derived from ATR change between the beginning and end of
Phase 1 (where two assessments are feasible) and from internally documented governance
improvement data, then testing whether C4 scores align with expert judgment of organizational
improvement.

6A.4 Phase 3 (2028) — ATX-N National Pilots

Rationale

ATX-N is the most consequential and most politically sensitive instrument in AIWS Trust
Architecture. It determines Trusted Order tier and Trust Passport recognition. Before any
country’s ATX-N score can be published with credibility, the methodology must be validated
against real government data, reviewed by independent academic validators, and endorsed — or
at least formally accepted — by the governments themselves. Phase 3 does this for two countries
chosen to represent the full range of the Trusted Order: Japan as an advanced economy Full
Partner candidate and Vietnam as an emerging economy Observer-to-Associate candidate.

Country Profiles and Pilot Design

et e

Strategic rationale Existing BGF relationship through Shinzo = London Roundtable (Oct 2025): General
Abe Initiative; advanced Al governance Secretary To Lam and full leadership
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ATX-N Dimension 1: System-
Level Trust

ATX-N Dimension 2: Regulatory
Quality

ATX-N Dimension 3: Institutional
Governance

ATX-N Dimension 4: Civic
Information Trust

ATX-N Dimension 5: Public and
Democratic Trust

Expected ATX-N range

Trusted Order pathway

infrastructure; G7 member and Hiroshima
Al Process participant; potential to link
ATX-N to G7 assessment frameworks

Multiple Phase 1/2 ATR assessments
available from Japanese pilot
organizations; METI Al governance
infrastructure; comprehensive Al
deployment data

Al-related provisions in Act on Protection
of Personal Information; Japan Al
Strategy; Digital Agency; participation in
OECD AI Policy Observatory

Digital Agency established 2021; Al-
related government advisory bodies;
private sector Al governance (Keidanren
Al principles)

NHK provenance standards; deepfake
legislation under development; advanced
media ecosystem; strong platform
governance

High institutional trust baseline;
democratic Al discourse in Diet; civil
society engagement through Digital
Agency consultation processes

65-78 (Associate to Full Partner range)

Associate or Full Partner by end of Phase
3

expressed strong political will; AIWS
Government 24/7 program underway;
emerging economy model; bridge role
between AIWS and ASEAN

Phase 1 P1-B ATR data; AIWS
Government 24/7 pilot ATR; initial data
limited but representative of emerging
economy Al deployment

Ministry of Information and
Communications Al policy framework;
2023 Al application strategy; regulatory
capacity building supported by AIWS

New institutional capacity being built;
Ministry of Science and Technology Al
coordination role; National Assembly
awareness demonstrated by Remaking the
World distribution

VietNamNet and VTV ecosystem;
deepfake defense gap to be addressed
through AIWS-ITP pilot; BGF Civic
Trust Support program activated

Growing digital literacy; VTV and
VietNamNet public communication role;
National Assembly engagement

45-60 (Observer to Associate Partner
range)

Observer with structured roadmap to
Associate Partner

Phase 3 Assessment Protocol

Step Activity Japan Vietnam Output
Timeline Timeline

Formal government engagement: Jan—Mar 2028  Jan—Mar 2028
government counterpart designation;
data sharing MOU; ATX-N scope

agreement

Signed government MOUs;
designated national focal points

32 ATX-N data collection across all 5
dimensions: system-level ATR
aggregation; regulatory quality
documentation review; institutional
governance assessment; civic
information trust survey and

Apr—Jul 2028  Apr—Sep 2028
(longer due to
data collection

support needed)

Complete ATX-N data packages
for both countries
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technical assessment; public trust
survey (nationally representative

sample)

33 ATX-N scoring: dimension scores Aug 2028 Oct 2028 Draft ATX-N scores with
calculated; national score computed; dimension breakdowns
Trusted Order tier recommendation
generated

34 Government review and response: Sep 2028 Nov 2028 Final ATX-N scores agreed with
draft scores shared with both governments

government; government may
provide additional evidence or
contest specific assessments; final
scores agreed

3.5 Independent academic validation: Oct 2028 Dec 2028 Independent validation reports for
scores reviewed by independent both countries
academic team (not BGF);
methodology critique and

endorsement

3.6 ATX-N Validation Report and Nov 2028 Jan 2029 Published ATX-N Validation
Trusted Order Tier Reports; formal Trusted Order tier
Recommendations: published jointly recommendations
by BGF and government
counterparts

The Vietnam Pilot: Emerging Economy Validation

The Vietnam pilot is not only a validation of ATX-N methodology — it is a validation of the
entire Emerging Economy Implementation Pathway defined in Section 5C. The London
Roundtable of October 28, 2025 established the political foundation: General Secretary T6 Lam
and Vietnam’s full senior leadership engaged directly with BGF’s Al governance programs and
expressed strong political will for partnership. The Phase 3 Vietnam pilot converts that political
will into a structured, documented, independently validated ATX-N assessment that produces a
credible Trusted Order tier recommendation.

The Vietnam pilot will specifically test whether the Civic Information Trust dimension (20% of
ATX-N) can be validly assessed in a context where deepfake defense infrastructure is still being

developed — and whether the AIWS capacity-building support programs activated in Phase 1
produce measurable improvement in that dimension between Phase 1 and Phase 3 assessment.

6A.5 Phase 4 (2029) — Trusted Order Founding Partners

From Pilot to Institution

Phase 4 is the moment at which AIWS Trust Architecture ceases to be a framework under
development and becomes a live governance institution. The validation work of Phases 1-3

&) MICHAELDUKAKIS  AIWS  SHINZ(Rge

INSTITUTE FOR LEADERSHIP AND INNOVATION Al WORLD SOCIETY INITIATIVE




produces the credibility; Phase 4 applies it. The sequence of milestones is designed so that each
builds institutional reality progressively — from founding declarations through operational
infrastructure to the first authoritative global publication on Al trust conditions.

Founding Partner May 1, Formal declaration of AIWS Trusted Order First real-world instantiation of
Declaration 2029 Founding Partners at BGF conference. Japan the Trusted Order; proof that
and Vietnam join as first national partners at ATR + ATX methodology
validated tier levels. Phase 1-2 organizational =~ produces stable, agreed
pilots join as institutional partners. classifications
First Trust Passport Jun 2029 Trust Passports issued to all Phase 1 T1-rated Trust Passport becomes a real,
Issuance Al systems. Passport mutual recognition functional credential; mutual
agreement signed between Japan and Vietnam  recognition demonstrates cross-
as first bilateral recognition. border operability
Trusted Order Secretariat Jul 2029 Permanent Trusted Order Secretariat Framework transitions from
Established operational: Trust Dashboard live with BGF-managed project to self-
founding partner data; GDAN activated with sustaining governance
founding partners; Annual Trust Report institution
preparation begins.
Standards Board Inaugural ~ Sep 2029 Multi-stakeholder Standards Board convenes: =~ Democratic standard-setting
Meeting representatives from founding partner process operational; addresses
governments, pilot organizations, academic legitimacy question
validation team, civil society. First agenda:
ATR rubric refinements from pilot findings.
First Annual AIWS Trust Dec 2029  Publication of the first Annual AIWS Trust Establishes the Annual Report
Report Report covering founding partner ATR as the authoritative global
distributions, ATX-N scores for Japan and publication on Al trust
Vietnam, enforcement actions (if any), and conditions; invites media and
improvement trajectory data. government citation
Expansion Call for 2030 Dec 2029  Public invitation to next cohort of national Signals transition from pilot

and organizational partners based on validated
methodology and demonstrated Trusted Order
operability.

6A.6 Independent Validation Architecture

program to global framework at
scale

The pilot program is only credible if its validation is genuinely independent. BGF cannot
validate its own methodology. The following table defines the independent validation
architecture across all phases:

Validator Role Institution Type Candidate Partners Validation Function
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Technical Review
Laboratory

Independent
Academic Review
Team

Third-Party Auditor
Network

Civil Society

Observer Panel

Academic Journal
Peer Review

University research lab

with Al auditing
capability

International group of

Al governance scholars,

independent of BGF

Professional services
firms with Al audit
capability

NGOs and civil society

organizations focused
on Al governance,
digital rights, and
democratic integrity

International peer-

reviewed journals in Al

governance, public

policy, and international

relations

MIT Media Lab; Alan Turing
Institute (UK); KAIST (Korea);
IIT Bombay (India)

Oxford Internet Institute; Stanford
Internet Observatory; Harvard
Berkman Klein Center; NUS
School of Computing

Accredited firms from AIWS
partner countries: Japan, Vietnam,
India, EU

Access Now; AlgorithmWatch;
Center for Al and Digital Policy;
regional digital rights
organizations

Journal of Al Ethics; Al and
Society; Global Policy; Science
and Public Policy

Phase 1: independent technical
ATR review; Phase 2: ATX-1
component data validation

All phases: methodology critique;
inter-rater reliability assessment;
published validation reports

Phase 1-2: Evidence sub-indicator
verification; Phase 3: government
data verification

All phases: independent
observation of pilot process;
public interest accountability;
diversity and inclusion assessment

Phase 1 and 3: peer-reviewed
publication of methodology and
pilot findings; academic
legitimacy for ATR and ATX-N

The independence requirement is structural, not merely procedural. The Independent Academic
Review Team members are identified and engaged before Phase 1 begins, and their mandate
includes the right to publish critical findings whether or not those findings support the AIWS
methodology as designed. BGF commits to publishing all independent validation reports in full,
including critical findings and the methodology revisions they trigger.

6A.7 What the Pilots Prove About Pioneering Claims

The pilot program is not merely a quality assurance exercise. It is the empirical foundation for
AIWS Trust Architecture’s claim to be pioneering. The following table maps each pioneer claim
to the specific pilot evidence that validates or challenges it:

Pioneer Claim

ATR is the first evidence-weighted,
independently verified trust score for Al

systems

ATX-I is the first institutional trust
index that rewards improvement

trajectory

ATX-N links national trust measurement
directly to international cooperation

status
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What Pilots Validate

Phase 1: inter-rater reliability tests confirm scoring consistency; Evidence
weighting shown to differentiate meaningfully from Design and Operation

Phase 2: C4 trajectory component validated against actual year-over-year changes
in pilot organizations; comparison with static snapshot approach shows

Phase 3: Japan and Vietnam ATX-N scores generate Trusted Order tier
recommendations that governments agree to; first real-world test of
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Civic Information Trust belongs at the Phase 3: ATX-N Civic Information Trust dimension (20%) scores for Japan and
center of Al governance, not the margins ~ Vietnam demonstrate measurability and significance; Vietnam case validates
applicability in emerging economy

Trust Emergency Protocol can operate at ~ Phase 4: GDAN and Trust Dashboard activation tests TEP Level 1-2 response

the speed of Al-enabled threats times; simulation exercises validate escalation chain before live incidents occur
Emerging economies can achieve Full Phase 3: Vietnam pilot demonstrates that Observer-to-Associate progression is
Partner status on a realistic timeline achievable with AIWS capacity-building support; documents which barriers were

hardest to overcome

Human-in-Command requirements are Phase 1 P1-A (health Al, Japan): ATR Standard 3 Human-in-Command sub-
operationally implementable, not just standard tested in clinical decision support context; validates that design
normative requirements can be assessed

6A.8 Risk Register and Mitigation

The pilot roadmap carries real execution risks. Acknowledging them honestly is part of what
makes a framework credible.

Risk 1: Pilot organization withdrawal

If one or more Phase 1 pilot organizations withdraw after MOU signing, the sectoral coverage of
ATR validation is reduced. Mitigation: identify backup candidates for each sector before Phase 1
launch; maintain 2 candidates per sector through MOU stage.

Risk 2: Government data access limitations in Phase 3

National governments may be reluctant to share data required for ATX-N Dimensions 1-3.
Mitigation: Phase 3 MOUs specify data sharing requirements in advance; AIWS technical team
works with governments to identify publicly available proxies where sensitive data cannot be
shared; ATX-N dimension scores are explicitly noted as ‘data-limited’” where proxy data is used.

Risk 3: Inter-rater reliability below threshold in Phase 1
If ATR panel members show low agreement on rubric scoring, the methodology requires
revision before Phases 2 and 3 can proceed credibly. Mitigation: Phase 1 includes a pre-pilot

calibration exercise where all assessors score a common test case before live assessments begin;
rubric training is mandatory for all panel members.

Risk 4: Vietnam ATX-N score lower than expected
If the Vietnam ATX-N assessment produces a score below the Observer threshold (45), the

Emerging Economy Pathway is validated as structurally inaccessible, not as a genuine pathway.
Mitigation: AIWS capacity-building support is front-loaded in Phase 1 and 2 specifically to build
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Vietnam’s ATX-N Dimension 4 (Civic Information Trust) score before Phase 3 assessment;
Phase 3 timing is adjusted to follow at least 12 months of active support.

Risk 5: Academic validation team publishes critical findings

If independent reviewers find fundamental methodological flaws, the AIWS pioneering claim is
compromised. Mitigation: this is a feature, not a risk to be mitigated. Critical findings trigger
methodology revision; revised methodology is stronger. BGF commits publicly to revising ATR
or ATX methodology if independent validation finds threshold-level reliability failures. The
commitment to publish all findings — including critical ones — is itself a credibility signal.

7. Recommendations

The following recommendations should guide the next phase of work:

1. Formally adopt AIWS Trust Standards as a cross-sector
framework

This should be the normative foundation of the broader AIWS architecture.

2. Develop AIWS Trust Infrastructure 1.0

With operational guidance for governance, monitoring, redress, incident exchange, dashboards,
sector implementation, and pioneering mechanisms such as the AIWS Trust Passport, Trust
Ledger, Human Dignity Impact Statement, Trust Emergency Protocol, Civic Trust Safeguard
Layer, Historical Memory, Education, and Knowledge Trust Layer, Trust Dividend, Trust
Maturity Pathway, Mutual Recognition Framework, Public Trust Dashboard, and Culture and
Humanity Layer.

3. Advance ATR and ATX

So that trust becomes measurable at system and institutional scale through pioneering and
distinctive instruments embedded in the broader AIWS architecture.

4. Prioritize four pilot domains

healthcare

education

government 24/7

trusted civic information and deepfake defense
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5. Launch trusted-partner dialogue

With Japan, India, Israel, Vietnam, Europe, and ASEAN partners.

6. Use the Beacon Process as the implementation pathway

To move from conference discussion to sustained governance initiative.

7. Position America at 250 as a moment of institutional
design

Not only celebration, but contribution to the trust architecture of the Al Age.

8. The Beacon Process: Next Steps

The Beacon Process should be launched as a BGF initiative to carry this framework forward.

8.1 Immediate Next Steps

issue The America at 250 Beacon Declaration
establish a BGF Working Group

prepare White Paper 1.0

identify pilot institutions and pilot pathways
begin trusted-partner consultations

8.2 First Workstreams

AIWS Trust Standards refinement

AIWS Trust Infrastructure development

pilot domain design

civic information and deepfake defense framework
international dialogue design

* design of the AIWS Trust Passport, Trust Ledger, Human Dignity Impact Statement, Historical
Memory, Education, and Knowledge Trust Layer, and Mutual Recognition Framework
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8.3 First Outputs

e The America at 250 Beacon Declaration
o working group structure

e pilot concept notes

e partner dialogue map

e  White Paper / Special Report 1.0

» concept notes for the AIWS Trust Passport, Trust Ledger, Trust Emergency Protocol, Historical
Memory, Education, and Knowledge Trust Layer, and Public Trust Dashboard

8.4 Long-Term Goal

To help shape the trust architecture of the AI Age through standards, infrastructure,
measurement, pilot implementation, and trusted international cooperation.

9. Conclusion

The Al Age requires more than innovation. It requires trust architecture.
That architecture must answer three questions:

e What does trust require?
o How is trust implemented and sustained?
o How does trust scale into trusted international cooperation?

This white paper answers those questions through:

e AIWS Trust Standards
o AIWS Trust Infrastructure
e AIWS Trusted Order

Together, they form a democratic governance framework for the AI Age.
They allow trust to move:

o from aspiration to standards

e from standards to infrastructure

e from infrastructure to measurement

e from measurement to trusted cooperation
e from trusted cooperation to trusted order
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The integrated logic is clear:

AIWS Trust Standards — AIWS Trust Infrastructure — AIWS Trust Rating / Trust Index
— AIWS Trusted Order

In the AI Age, trust cannot remain a slogan. It must become standards, infrastructure,
measurement, and order.
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