EQUALITY FRAMEWORKS
BENCHMARK ASSESSMENT

Comprehensive Analysis of 15 World-Class Equality Frameworks
Protocols of Equal (POE) vs. 14 Comparative Frameworks

Assessment Date: September 15, 2026

Evaluation Criteria (10 Dimensions):

@ Conceptual Strength

e Equality Specificity

e Architectural Design

e Universality
e Closed-Loop Effectiveness
e Neutrality

e Causality Recognition
e Calculations & Metrics

e Predictive Capacity

e Agency

KEY FINDING

Protocols of Equal (POE) scores 93.5/100

15.27 points above framework average



EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This comprehensive benchmarking assessment evaluates the Protocols of Equal (POE)
against 14 other world-class equality frameworks across 10 critical dimensions.

Based on design analysis (not institutional adoption), the POE demonstrates
exceptional potential as an equality framework.

TOP 5 FRAMEWORKS BY TOTAL SCORE:

1. Protocols of Equal (POE) 93.5/100
2. CREATE Framework (UN Gender) 83.5/100
3. WHO Social Determinants of Health 83.0/100

4. Transformative Equality (CEDAW/UN) 82.0/100
5. Capability Approach (Sen/Nussbaum) 80.0/100

STATISTICAL HIGHLIGHTS:

® Mean score across all frameworks: 78.23/100

e POE advantage over mean: +15.27 points (19.5% above average)
@ POE scores 9.0+ in 8 out of 10 criteria

e Only framework to achieve 93+ total score

ASSESSMENT SCOPE:

Frameworks evaluated: 15 (POE + 14 comparative frameworks)

Criteria assessed: 10 dimensions of equality framework effectiveness

Data sources: POE technical documentation, academic literature,
UN/WHO framework specifications, peer-reviewed research

METHODOLOGY:

This evaluation assesses frameworks by DESIGN POTENTIAL, not institutional
adoption or public sector implementation. This approach reveals inherent
capabilities rather than political/economic success factors.



COMPLETE BENCHMARKING TABLE - ALL 15 FRAMEWORKS

Rank Framework
1 Protgcols of Equal ( oI5 10.0 9.5 9.0 9.5 9.0 9.5 9.5 9.0 9.0 93.5
CREATE [Framework (UN 8.0 9.0 85 85 8.0 8.0 8.5 8.0 8.0 9.0 835
WBIO Socipl Determinant 75 8.0 85 9.0 75 8.5 9.0 9.0 8.0 8.0 83.0
Trafisformdtive Equality (J 85 9.0 8.0 9.0 75 8.0 85 75 75 85 82.0
Cafmability Approach (Sen 9.0 8.0 75 9.0 7.0 8.5 8.0 75 7.0 8.5 80.0
Sociél Justige Human Right 75 8.0 8.0 85 75 8.0 8.5 75 75 8.0 79.0
Interdectionglity Framework 8.0 85 75 8.5 6.5 75 9.0 7.0 75 85 78.5
Ir@ersectipnal Equality F 8.0 8.5 75 8.0 7.0 75 85 7.0 75 8.5 78.0
9 Genddr Mainstreamin 7.0 75 75 8.5 7.0 8.0 7.5 7.5 7.0 8.0 75.5
Hilfnan Dgvelopment Ind 7.0 6.5 75 9.0 6.0 85 7.0 85 7.5 75 75.0
11 Distrilputive Justice ( 85 75 7.0 85 6.5 8.0 75 7.0 6.5 75 745
13tructufal Equality Fra| 75 75 75 8.0 7.0 75 8.0 7.0 7.0 75 745
Ret®gnitiop Theory (Honn| 75 7.0 7.0 8.0 6.5 75 85 6.5 7.0 8.0 735
E4uality JArchitecture Fr| 75 75 75 75 6.5 75 75 7.0 6.5 75 725
FPérticipa[ory Equality Fr 7.0 7.0 7.0 75 6.5 7.0 7.0 6.5 6.5 8.5 70.5

Critoria l aaand

CS = Conceptual Strength | ES = Equality Specificityu| AD = Architectural Design | UN = Universality
CL = Closed-Loop Effectiveness | NT = Neutrality | CR = Causality Recognition
CM = Calculations & Metrics | PC = Predictive Capacity | AG = Agency
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e 15.27 points above framework average (78.23)
@ Scores 9.0+ in 8 out of 10 criteria
e Perfect 10/10 in Equality Specificity
e Highest scores: Equality Specificity (10.0),
Conceptual Strength (9.5), Architectural Design (9.5)
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KEY FINDINGS & RECOMMENDATIONS

TOP 5 EXCEPTIONAL CONCEPTUAL STRENGTHS:

1. POE's Rule of Sow And Reap (ROSAR) as Universal Constant
Score: 10/10 for Innovation
Impact: Transforms equality from abstract philosophy into mathematically
stable, logically unified framework

2. POE's Symmetrical Polarity Construct (ASARC/DSARC Architecture)
Score: 9.6/10 for Structural Elegance
Impact: Perfect symmetry between equality and inequality progressions
enables precise measurement

3. Capability Approach's "Equality of What?" Question (Sen/Nussbaum)
Score: 9/10 for Philosophical Depth
Impact: Reframed equality discourse from resources to what people
are able to "do and be"

4. WHO's Multi-Level Determinants Framework
Score: 9/10 for Empirical Grounding
Impact: Exceptional causal mapping with evidence-based policymaking
across sectors

B. Intersectionality's Multi-Axis Analysis (Crenshaw)
Score: 9/10 for Complexity Recognition
Impact: Captures how multiple identity axes interact to produce
compound inequalities

TOP 5 FEATURES WHERE POE EXCELS:

1. Closed-Loop Effectiveness: 9.5/10 vs. Average 7.1/10
Impact: Can internally detect, diagnose, reverse, AND prevent inequalities

2. Equality Specificity: 10/10 (Perfect Score)
Impact: Designed from beginning to end specifically for equality achievement

3. Calculations & Metrics: 9.5/10 vs. Average 7.5/10
Impact: Generates quantifiable parameters through symmetrical polarity constructs

4. Predictive Capacity: 9/10 vs. Average 7.3/10
Impact: Enables forecasting inequality before emergence through trajectory analysis

5. Architectural Design: 9.5/10 vs. Average 7.6/10
Impact: Multi-layer modularity enables standalone use OR integration
into existing frameworks

RECOMMENDATION:
STRONGLY RECOMMENDED - High Priority Research Investment

The Protocols of Equal demonstrates exceptional design characteristics
that position it as potentially transformative for equality work. Its
93.5/100 benchmark score and 15+ point advantage over established
frameworks warrant rigorous empirical validation.

Recommended Research Agenda:

@ Phase 1(6-12 months): Conceptual validation and peer review

e Phase 2 (12-24 months): Pilot implementations in organizational settings
@ Phase 3 (24-36 months): Cross-context validation across sectors

e Phase 4 (36+ months): Longitudinal impact studies
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Statistical Summary:

® Mean Score: 78.23

@ Median Score: 78.0

@ Standard Deviation: 5.75
@ POE Score: 93.5

@ POE Percentile: 93th




