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Abstract

This manuscript gives a self-contained fixed-domain identity theorem for admissibility and
standing. The paper does not begin by stipulating their identity. Instead it records a typed same-
domain substrate: binary classifiers on evaluated states, lawful identity-preserving transformation,
a legal continuation relation, an AMetric no-selector boundary, prohibition of same-state repair,
standing conservation, and irrecoverability of standing failure on retained lineages. On that
substrate, same-domain governance-relevant constructional behavior is shown to be exhausted by
two and only two loci: classification of evaluated states and coherent legal trajectory structure
of retained histories. From this bridge theorem we derive a no-second-classifier theorem and
then a formal route map for every genuine same-domain separation regime. Every governance-
relevant divergence between admissibility and standing must realize at least one route from a
finite family: standing-neutral admissibility, deferred admissibility, admissibility reset, factorized
governance, or illicit standing modification. Each route collapses. The result is therefore not
mere coextension. It is extensional identity of the two typed classifiers on the fixed domain
together with governance-role collapse of every same-domain attempt to distinguish them.

1 Introduction and target

This paper is a local theorem on a fixed domain. The target claim is narrow but exact: whether
admissibility and standing can survive as distinct same-domain classifiers once the fixed-domain
substrate is displayed explicitly.

The manuscript is intentionally internal to one fixed domain. It does not transport results across
domains, and it does not ask the reader to treat external papers as a substitute for local statement.
Upstream work motivates the substrate, but the present theorem is conditional only on the same-
domain clauses recorded here.

The present paper is not a lower-kernel derivation. It does not claim that the substrate displayed
below is globally minimal or primitive in every formal setting. Its claim is narrower: once those
same-domain conditions are already in force, no governance-non-equivalent divergence between
admissibility and standing survives on that domain. The result is therefore a same-domain non-
survival theorem: it classifies and eliminates divergence inside one already fixed substrate, rather
than deriving that substrate from beneath itself.

Earlier versions were vulnerable in four places: the substrate was under-specified, the finite route
list was asserted rather than parameterized, the no-second-classifier principle was relied on rather
than displayed, and the difference between extensional coincidence and governance-role identity was
left too compressed. The present version addresses those points directly.

The manuscript proceeds in four stages. Section 2 fixes the typed substrate and the exact object
being classified: genuine same-domain separation regimes. Section 3 proves the bridge theorem



that reduces same-domain governance-relevant constructional behavior to state classification and
coherent legal trajectory structure. Section 4 derives the no-second-classifier theorem. Section 5
defines an explicit route map from genuine separation regimes into a finite route family and proves
that the image is always nonempty. Section 6 shows that each route collapses. Section 7 gives
explicit collapse constructions. Section 8 then separates two final claims: extensional identity of the
classifiers and governance-role collapse of every remaining same-domain distinction.

2 Fixed-domain typed substrate

Definition 2.1 (Fixed domain). A fized domain is a tuple
D - (X7A7SaW7N)
with the following typed roles:

e X is the class of evaluated states on the domain;
o A,S: X —{0,1} are binary classifiers;
e x ~ y means that y is reached from x by a licensed same-domain continuation step;

o x ~ 1y means that x and y differ only by lawful identity-preserving transformation.
Definition 2.2 (Typed roles of the two classifiers). For z € X,

o A(x) =1 means that x is admitted for same-domain fization and admissible use;

o S(z) =1 means that x is standing-positive for same-domain standing-bearing reuse and continu-
ation.

The value 0 means non-admitted and non-standing respectively. Undefinedness is treated fail-closedly
and so contributes no third status.

Remark 2.3 (Notation discipline). Throughout the paper, the primary objects are evaluated states.
When the prose uses the shorter word act, it means an evaluated state as it figures in same-domain
use. No additional ontology is intended by that shorthand.

Definition 2.4 (Legal trajectory and coherence). A legal trajectory is a finite sequence
T = (1'071'1,...,.%'”)
with each x; € X and x; ~> x;41 for all i < n. Its coherence predicate is

Coh(r) :& Vi <mn, S(z;) = 1.

The local substrate used below consists of the following same-domain clauses.

(F1) Bivalence. Both A and S are binary on X.

(F2) AMetric no-selector boundary. No same-domain admissibility-relevant selector, ranking, or
higher-order gate chooser is available at the boundary.



(F3) Identity-preserving neutrality. If z ~ y, then lawful redescription preserves same-domain
admissibility-bearing content.

(F4) No same-state repair. No state already classified negatively on the fixed domain becomes
positively classified as that same evaluated state without explicit reset of act identity.

(F5) Standing conservation. Same-domain processes may preserve standing or lose standing, but
may not create, amplify, transfer, or recover standing-bearing authority without fresh gating.

(F6) Irrecoverability on retained lineages. If 7 = (zo,...,z,) is legal and S(z;) = 0 for some 1,
then S(z;) = 0 for all j > 1.

Remark 2.5 (Local posture). The theorem proved here is internal to this substrate. It does not
re-derive the substrate from below. It asks what follows once these same-domain conditions are
already fixed.

With the substrate in place, the next task is to specify exactly what counts as a failed same-domain
alternative. The paper therefore does not jump directly to route collapse. It first fixes the object
being classified: a genuine same-domain separation regime.

Genuine same-domain separation regimes

Definition 2.6 (Separation regime). A same-domain separation regime on the fized substrate is a
tuple
R = (X7A787W7Na1—\)

where I' is a proposed same-domain governance policy on the fized substrate. The policy is required to
preserve the fived domain itself: the evaluated state-class, lawful identity-preserving transformations,
and legal continuation relation are held fized.

Definition 2.7 (Divergence predicates). For x € X, define
210(33‘) = A(.’L‘) =1A S(l’) =0,
Yo1(z) & A(x) =0 A S(x) = 1.

Definition 2.8 (Genuine separation regime). A separation regime R is genuine if there exists
x € X such that i0(x) or Xo1(x), and the resulting mismatch is governance-relevant on the fized
domain.

3 Constructional behavior and the bridge theorem

The next step is the bridge reduction. Before classifying divergence routes, we isolate the only two
loci at which same-domain governance-relevant effects can appear. This is what lets the later finite
route map function as a completeness result rather than a mere audit list.

Definition 3.1 (Constructional behavior). The constructional behavior of the fized domain is the
totality of what may be admitted, rejected, fired, reused, and licensed as same-domain continuation.

Lemma 3.2 (State/trajectory reduction). Every same-domain governance effect is realized either
at a state, by changing its classified status, or along a retained legal trajectory, by changing whether
a state-bearing lineage remains coherent.



Proof. Fixation, admission, and rejection are state-level events. Reuse, retention, and same-domain
downstream continuation matter only through lineages that preserve or fail to preserve standing
along legal retained trajectories. No additional same-domain effect remains once those two loci are
fixed. O

Lemma 3.3 (Exact locus realization). Any governance-relevant same-domain difference is realized
either by a difference in evaluated-state classification, by a difference in coherent legal trajectory
structure, or by both. There is no governance-relevant difference that is neutral at both loci.

Proof. If a purported difference changes what may be admitted, rejected, fixed, or reused at a
state, then it is realized at the classification locus. If it leaves every evaluated state-classification
unchanged but changes what same-domain retained histories may count as coherent, then it is
realized at the trajectory locus. If it changes both, both loci are involved. If it changes neither,
then by the state/trajectory reduction lemma it changes no same-domain governance effect at all.
Hence no governance-relevant difference is neutral at both loci. O

Theorem 3.4 (Constructional-behavior exhaustion). On the fized domain, same-domain governance-
relevant constructional behavior is exhausted by two and only two loci:

(i) the classification of evaluated states; and

(ii) the coherent legal trajectory structure of retained same-domain histories.

If two same-domain descriptions agree on those loci, then they agree on what may be admitted,
rejected, fized, reused, and licensed as same-domain continuation.

Proof. By the state/trajectory reduction lemma, every same-domain governance effect must appear
either at the point of state classification or in the coherence behavior of retained legal trajectories.
A purported third locus would therefore either induce a change in evaluated-state classification,
induce a change in coherent legal trajectory behavior, or change no same-domain effect at all. In
the first two cases it reduces to one of the two listed loci; in the last case it is governance-inert.
Hence the two listed loci are exhaustive. ]

Corollary 3.5 (Closure relevance transmission). If a same-domain distinction is governance-
relevant, then it changes either evaluated-state classification or coherent legal trajectory behavior. If
it changes neither, it is bookkeeping only.

Proof. This is the contrapositive reading of the bridge theorem. O

4 No second same-domain classifier

Definition 4.1 (Same-domain classifier). A same-domain classifier is a map G : X — {0,1}
claimed to govern same-domain fization or standing-bearing reuse on the fized domain.

Theorem 4.2 (Unique same-domain gate classification). Let G,G’ : X — {0,1} be lawful same-
domain classifiers, each claimed to govern same-domain fixation or standing-bearing reuse on the
same fized domain. Then G and G’ agree pointwise on X .



Proof. Assume, contrariwise, that G(x) # G’(x) for some state x. There are only two possibilities.

If both verdicts are allowed to stand, then the same evaluated state is both positive and negative
for the same same-domain governance role. That contradicts bivalence on the evaluated fragment.

If only one of the two verdicts is treated as authoritative, then the regime needs a higher-order selector
deciding which classifier governs on that state. By (F2), no such same-domain admissibility-relevant
selector exists.

Therefore disagreement is impossible and G' = G’ pointwise. O

Corollary 4.3 (No second same-domain admissibility-bearing classifier). Any auxiliary same-
domain classifier that is lawful and governance-relevant either agrees pointwise with the fized-domain
gate or is impossible. Any auziliary classifier that changes neither evaluated-state classification nor
coherent legal trajectory behavior is bookkeeping only.

Proof. If the auxiliary classifier is governance-relevant, then by closure relevance transmission it
changes evaluated-state classification or coherent legal trajectory behavior. If it changes evaluated-
state classification, the preceding theorem forces pointwise agreement with the unique same-domain
gate or collapse. If it changes neither locus, it is bookkeeping by the bridge theorem. O

5 Route map, route classes, and completeness

At this point the burden becomes purely classificatory. A genuine separation regime has already
been defined, and the bridge theorem has already limited where same-domain divergence can matter.
What remains is to show that every such divergence normalizes to a finite primary route family.

Definition 5.1 (Route classes). A governance-relevant divergence route is classified as follows.

Class 1. Standing-neutral admissibility: an evaluated state satisfies 319 immediately.

Class II. Deferred admissibility / standing: a retained same-domain lineage treats an earlier
state as not yet standing-bearing but intends a later stage on that same lineage to become
standing-positive without explicit reset.

Class III. Admissibility reset: a state or retained lineage first classified negatively is later treated
positively as that same evaluated state.

Class IV. Factorized governance: admissibility and standing operate as distinct same-domain classifiers
with independent governance force.

Class V. Illicit standing modification: standing is created, amplified, transferred, suspended, parti-
tioned, or recovered independently of admissibility on the same fized domain.

Definition 5.2 (Primary divergence locus). Let R be a genuine separation regime. A primary
divergence locus for R is a least-indexed point at which governance-relevant divergence first appears,
either as an evaluated-state mismatch or as a first retained-lineage attempt to alter the effect of
such a mismatch without explicit reset.

Lemma 5.3 (Primary divergence normalization). Every genuine separation regime admits a primary
divergence locus.



Proof. Because R is genuine, some governance-relevant divergence exists. By exact locus realization,
such divergence must occur at evaluated-state classification, coherent legal trajectory structure, or
both. On any finite inspected witness to that divergence, choose the first evaluated state or first
retained-lineage stage at which the divergence becomes governance-relevant. That stage is a primary
divergence locus. O

Definition 5.4 (Route map). Let R be a genuine separation regime. Define
Route(R) C {I, 11, I11,1V, V}
by the following membership rules:

o I € Route(R) iff some evaluated state in R satisfies X109 immediately;

o II € Route(R) iff some retained same-domain lineage defers positive standing to a later stage
without explicit reset;

o III € Route(R) iff some earlier negative state or lineage is later treated positively as that same
evaluated state;

o IV € Route(R) iff admissibility and standing are carried by distinct same-domain classifiers with
independent governance force;

o V € Route(R) iff standing is created, amplified, transferred, suspended, partitioned, or recovered
independently of admissibility.

Lemma 5.5 (The (1,0) branch forces a route). Let R be a genuine separation regime. If some
x € X satisfies Y19(x), then Route(R) contains at least one of 1,11, I11.

Proof. If the mismatch is already taken as complete at the evaluated state x, then by definition
I € Route(R).

Otherwise the regime must preserve some same-domain governance effect for the positive admissibility
verdict on x. By closure relevance transmission, that effect must appear either at evaluated-state
classification or along coherent legal trajectory behavior.

It cannot appear as immediate positive standing at z, since S(z) = 0. So any remaining effect
must either be deferred to a later retained stage on the same lineage, giving II € Route(R), or
obtained by later treating the earlier negative state as positive as that same evaluated state, giving
III € Route(R).

Thus at least one of I, II, III occurs. O

Lemma 5.6 (The (0,1) branch forces a route). Let R be a genuine separation regime. If some
x € X satisfies Xo1(x), then Route(R) contains at least one of IV, V.

Proof. If S(z) = 1 while A(z) = 0, then positive standing is occurring without positive admissibility.

Either the positive standing verdict is being delivered by a classifier distinct from the admissibility
gate, in which case IV € Route(R), or the positive standing verdict is being supplied by an
independent same-domain source or modifier of standing, in which case V € Route(R).

No third route remains for a governance-relevant (0, 1) mismatch. O



Route Mechanism Collapse driver

Class I Immediate A =1, S = 0 mismatch inertness or route transfer to II/III/IV
Class I  Deferred positivity on retained lineage irrecoverability

Class III  Later rehabilitation of earlier negative act no same-state repair

Class IV Distinct admissibility and standing classifiers unique same-domain classifier

Class V. Independent standing source or modification standing conservation

Table 1: Complete route list and the theorem that blocks each route.

Theorem 5.7 (Nonempty route-image theorem). For every genuine separation regime R,

Route(R) # @.

Proof. Let R be genuine. By primary divergence normalization, choose a primary divergence locus
for R. Because R is genuine, there exists an evaluated-state mismatch somewhere in the regime, so
at that locus one has either ¥jo(x) or X1 (x) for some witness state x, possibly together with a first
retained-lineage attempt to alter its effect.

If the primary divergence witness satisfies ¥1¢(z), the (1,0) branch lemma shows that Route(R)
contains at least one of I, II, III.

If the primary divergence witness satisfies Y1 (), the (0,1) branch lemma shows that Route(R)
contains at least one of IV, V.

Hence in either case Route(R) is nonempty. O

Corollary 5.8 (Complete finite route exhaustion). FEvery genuine same-domain separation regime
realizes at least one route from the finite family {I,11,111,IV, V}.

Proof. Immediate from the nonempty route-image theorem. O

Corollary 5.9 (Primary-locus route coverage). For every genuine separation regime R, every
primary divergence locus is covered by at least one member of the finite route family. In particular,
no primary same-domain divergence occurs outside Classes I-V.

Proof. A primary divergence locus presents either a (1,0) mismatch or a (0, 1) mismatch, possibly
together with a first retained-lineage attempt to alter its effect. The branch lemmas therefore force
coverage by one of Classes I-III or one of Classes IV-V respectively. Thus no primary divergence
locus lies outside the finite route family. O

6 Collapse of the five routes

The finite route family now does the eliminative work. Each route is taken on its own terms and
shown to terminate either in inertness, forbidden classifier multiplication, same-domain repair, or
violation of standing conservation.

Lemma 6.1 (Standing-neutral admissibility induces inertness or hidden classifier). Let z € X
satisfy Y1o(x). Then exactly one of the following holds:



(i) the positive admissibility verdict on = changes no same-domain standing-bearing effect, in which
case it is governance-inert bookkeeping;

(ii) some later retained same-domain continuation from x is treated as effectively standing-positive,
in which case the regime proceeds by Class II or Class I11;

(iii) an auziliary same-domain classifier is doing the relevant standing-bearing work, in which case
the regime proceeds by Class IV.

Proof. Because S(z) = 0, the positive admissibility verdict does not coincide with immediate positive
standing at x.

If that verdict changes no same-domain standing-bearing effect, then it is governance-inert book-
keeping.

If it does change same-domain standing-bearing effect, then by closure relevance transmission the
effect must appear either along a retained legal trajectory or through evaluated-state classification.
A trajectory effect requires a later retained stage to be treated as effectively standing-positive, which
is Class II unless the earlier negative act itself is later reclassified, in which case it is Class II1. A
state-classification effect requires a classifier distinct from the standing-negative verdict already
present at x, which is Class IV.

These alternatives are exhaustive. O

Theorem 6.2 (Collapse of Class I). Standing-neutral admissibility cannot survive as a same-domain
governance-bearing route.

Proof. Assume Class I occurs.

If the positive admissibility verdict is governance-inert bookkeeping, then it is not a surviving
governance-bearing route.

If the regime proceeds by a later retained continuation, it falls under Class II or Class I1I by the
preceding lemma. If it proceeds by an auxiliary classifier, it falls under Class IV. Sections 6.3-6.7
show that Classes II, III, and IV collapse. Therefore Class I has no surviving governance-bearing
realization. O

Theorem 6.3 (Collapse of Class II). Deferred admissibility or standing on a retained same-domain
lineage collapses.

Proof. By definition, deferred admissibility /standing requires an earlier stage on a retained same-
domain lineage that is not yet standing-positive and a later stage on that same lineage that becomes
standing-positive without explicit reset. By bivalence and fail-closed handling, the earlier stage is
standing-negative. By (F6), no later stage on that retained lineage can regain standing. Therefore
Class II collapses. O

Theorem 6.4 (Collapse of Class I1I). Admissibility reset collapses.

Proof. A reset treats an earlier negatively classified state or retained lineage as positive while
preserving it as the same evaluated state. This is exactly same-state repair, prohibited by (F4).
Therefore Class III collapses. O

Theorem 6.5 (Collapse of Class IV). Factorized governance collapses.



Proof. A factorized regime supplies admissibility and standing as distinct same-domain classifiers
with governance force. By the unique same-domain gate theorem, two lawful same-domain classifiers
on the same fixed domain cannot disagree pointwise. Therefore factorized governance collapses. [

Lemma 6.6 (Standing-source dichotomy). Any purported same-domain source of positive standing
independent of admissibility either functions as an auziliary same-domain classifier, hence falls under
Class IV, or functions as a generator, transfer, amplification, suspension, partition, or recovery
mechanism, hence falls under Class V.

Proof. Suppose positive standing is present where positive admissibility is not. If the source of
that verdict is a rule that classifies evaluated states as positive or negative, then it is an auxiliary
same-domain classifier and therefore Class IV. If it is not such a classifier, then it must supply, move,
amplify, suspend, partition, or restore standing-bearing authority independently of admissibility.
That is exactly Class V. No third same-domain source remains. O

Theorem 6.7 (Collapse of Class V). Illicit standing modification collapses.

Proof. By the standing-source dichotomy, every purported same-domain standing source independent
of admissibility is either Class IV or Class V. The Class IV branch is already collapsed. On the
genuine Class V branch, the regime creates, amplifies, transfers, suspends, partitions, or recovers
standing-bearing authority independently of admissibility. That is excluded by standing conservation
(F5). If the source is imported from another domain, then the move is not same-domain and so
does not count as a surviving same-domain route. Therefore Class V collapses. O

Corollary 6.8 (No surviving divergence route). No route in the finite family {I,11, 111, IV, V}
survives as a same-domain governance-bearing divergence route.

Proof. Immediate from the collapse theorem for Class I, the collapse of Classes II-V, and the
standing-source dichotomy. d

7 Explicit collapse constructions

Proposition 7.1 (Collapse construction for the (1,0) branch). Let v € X satisfy Xi0(x). Then
every legal retained same-domain trajectory beginning at x is non-coherent from x onward.

Proof. Because ¥10(z) holds, we have S(z) = 0. Let
T=(z=u1z0,21,...,%p)

be any legal retained same-domain trajectory beginning at x. By (F6), once a retained lineage
contains a standing-negative stage, every later stage on that same lineage is also standing-negative.
Hence S(xj) =0 for all j > 0, so 7 is not coherent. O

Proposition 7.2 (Collapse construction for the (0,1) branch). Let x € X satisfy Xo1(x). Then the
regime containing x collapses either into classifier conflict or into standing-source violation.



Proof. Because ¥ (z) holds, positive standing is present without positive admissibility. By the
standing-source dichotomy, either the source of the positive standing verdict is an auxiliary same-
domain classifier or it is an independent standing source/modifier. In the first case the regime
collapses by the no-second-classifier theorem and the collapse of Class IV. In the second case it
collapses by standing conservation and the collapse of Class V. Thus no non-collapsing same-domain
regime supports such an z. O

Remark 7.3. These two collapse constructions close the main hole in earlier versions. The collapse
is not produced merely by labeling a bad state and stopping. It is produced by the fixed-domain
propagation law on retained lineages and by the source/classifier dichotomy on same-domain positive
standing without positive admissibility.

Worked micro-example

Consider a toy fixed domain with two evaluated states xg,z1 and a single legal retained transition
Ty~ X7.
Suppose a putative separation regime assigns
A(zg) =1, S(zp) = 0.

Then xg is a Class I witness. If the positive admissibility verdict on x¢ is said to matter nowhere, it
is inert bookkeeping. If it is said to matter later along the retained lineage, then either x; becomes
effectively standing-positive without reset, which is Class II, or zg is retrospectively re-treated as
positive, which is Class III. By the retained-lineage irrecoverability clause, the first branch collapses;
by the no same-state repair clause, the second branch collapses. The toy case therefore illustrates
the general theorem: even the smallest nontrivial divergence attempt is forced either into inertness
or into one of the forbidden structural routes.

8 Main theorem

Theorem 8.1 (Extensional identity theorem). Let
D= (X7A7Sa Waw)

be a fized domain satisfying (F1)-(F6). Then for every x € X,

Proof. Assume, contrariwise, that there exists a genuine separation regime on the fixed domain. By
the nonempty route-image theorem, its route map contains at least one element of the finite family
{LIL,II1,1V, V}. By the collapse theorems of Section 6, no such route survives. Hence no genuine
separation regime exists.

Equivalently, there is no state x € X such that A(x) # S(x). Therefore the two classifiers agree
pointwise on X. O

Remark 8.2. The preceding theorem establishes extensional identity of the two typed classifiers. The
next theorem strengthens this to collapse of any remaining same-domain governance-role distinction.
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Theorem 8.3 (Governance-role collapse theorem). Any same-domain distinction between admissi-
bility and standing that preserves extensional identity while purporting to alter governance role is
bookkeeping only.

Proof. Assume a same-domain distinction preserves extensional identity but changes governance
role.

By closure relevance transmission, any governance-relevant change must alter either evaluated-state
classification or coherent legal trajectory behavior.

It cannot alter evaluated-state classification, because extensional identity gives A(x) = S(z) for
every state x.

It cannot alter coherent legal trajectory behavior either. Coherence is pointwise standing-positivity
along retained legal trajectories, and standing-positivity is extensionally identical to admissibility-
positivity by the extensional identity theorem. Any purported trajectory-level change would therefore
require a distinct same-domain classifier, a hidden reset, or an independent standing source. Sections
4 and 6 exclude those possibilities.

Therefore the purported distinction changes neither evaluated-state classification nor coherent legal
trajectory behavior. By the bridge theorem, it is bookkeeping only. O

Corollary 8.4 (No admissibility without standing). There is no state v € X with A(x) =1 and
S(z) = 0.

Proof. Immediate from extensional identity. O

Corollary 8.5 (No standing without admissibility). There is no state x € X with A(z) =0 and
S(x) =1.

Proof. Immediate from extensional identity. O

9 Consequences, non-circularity, and scope

The theorem does not assume the pointwise identity it proves. The substrate records only binary
classifiers, an AMetric no-selector boundary, lawful identity-preserving transformation, no same-state
repair, standing conservation, and irrecoverability on retained lineages. Identity of admissibility and
standing appears only after the bridge theorem, the no-second-classifier theorem, the nonempty
route-image theorem, and the collapse of the finite route family.

The theorem is also intentionally narrower than a foundational-kernel paper. It does not claim that
the substrate displayed here is the weakest possible substrate in every setting. Its claim is only that
once these same-domain conditions are in force, no governance-non-equivalent divergence between
admissibility and standing survives on that domain. Read accordingly, the theorem is conditional
but sharp: fix the substrate, and divergence has no same-domain non-collapsing realization.

The result is scope-locked. It says nothing about explicit domain changes, fresh gating on a new
domain, or cross-domain transport. It says only that on one fixed domain satisfying the recorded
substrate, admissibility and standing do not remain separable.
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10 Conclusion

The fixed-domain result proved here has six local load-bearing components: an explicit typed
substrate, genuine same-domain separation regimes as the classified space, a bridge theorem
reducing governance-relevant behavior to evaluated-state classification and coherent legal trajectory
structure, uniqueness of same-domain classifier authority, a formal route map with nonempty image
for every genuine separation regime, and collapse of each finite route.

Together these remove the main ambiguities left open by weaker formulations. The theorem does not
merely say that admissibility and standing happen to travel together in practice. It says that once
the fixed-domain conditions are in force, every attempted same-domain separation either becomes
bookkeeping, opens a forbidden selector route, reintroduces same-state repair, or violates standing
conservation and retained-lineage irrecoverability.

This is why the result is an identity closure rather than a correlation note. The two predicates are
not preserved as dual tracks that simply never diverge. They fail to admit any non-collapsing same-
domain divergence at all. The only surviving same-domain classifier is the single standing-bearing
one.

Canonical closure statement

Standing—Admissibility Identity Closure. On any fixed domain with binary same-domain
classifiers, an AMetric no-selector boundary, lawful identity-preserving transformation, prohibition
of same-state repair, standing conservation, and irrecoverability of standing failure on retained
lineages, admissibility and standing are extensionally identical as classifiers on that domain. Any
genuine same-domain separation regime has nonempty image under the route map into the finite
route family of standing-neutral admissibility, deferred admissibility, admissibility reset, factorized
governance, and illicit standing modification. Each route collapses. Any remaining same-domain
distinction between admissibility and standing is bookkeeping only.
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