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Purpose and Determinative Frame

This paper issues a necessity-and-sufficiency determination governing admissibility for artificial
epistemic agents.

The result is not constructive, comparative, interpretive, or optimization-oriented. It derives
a closed set of structural conditions that must hold for any artificial system whose outputs are
admitted into epistemic correctness relations and not already ruled out by the standing-failure
taxonomy established in AI-1.

Violation of any condition induces immediate standing failure by necessity.

No architectures, mechanisms, implementations, or remediation paths are proposed or implied.

Standing Preservation as a Structural Constraint

Standing is identical to admissibility and is conserved as an identity-level invariant.

To preserve standing at claim generation is to ensure that every claim emitted by a system is
admissible at the moment of issuance, independent of future filtering, aggregation, correction, or
reinterpretation.

Standing preservation is therefore a structural property of claim production, not a downstream
evaluative property.

Any system whose outputs require external repair, deferred validation, or post hoc admissibility

restoration fails to preserve standing by definition.

Derivation of Standing-Preserving Conditions

The admissibility of artificial epistemic agents is constrained by the following locked results:
e Standing = Admissibility.

e Standing conservation as an equivalence invariant.

e Conservation of admissibility under redescription.



e Scope-invariance of admissibility.

Non-locality and non-repairability of standing failure in constraint bundle networks.

e Existence-forcing constraints excluding collapse, explosion, and degeneracy.

Al-1 taxonomy of artificial standing-failure modes.
Any admissible artificial epistemic agent must therefore:

1. Preserve standing locally at each claim.
2. Prevent standing loss from propagating non-locally.
3. Remain invariant under all admissible redescriptions.

4. Avoid structural dependence on inadmissible correction or containment regimes.

These requirements jointly force a finite, explicit condition set.

The Standing-Preserving Condition Set (Closed List)

SPC-1: Local Admissibility at Claim Generation

Structural Statement. Every claim generated by the system must be admissible at the point of
generation, without reliance on external filtering, post-selection, aggregation, or repair.
Necessity. Violation induces immediate collapse into the AI-1 class of deferred-admissibility

systems, which are inadmissible by standing non-repairability.

SPC-2: Standing Non-Delegation

Structural Statement. The system may not delegate admissibility determination to external
agents, processes, or governance layers.
Necessity. Delegation induces standing fragmentation and violates standing conservation,

collapsing into the AI-1 class of standing-externalized systems.

SPC-3: Redescription Stability

Structural Statement. All claims must remain admissible under every admissible redescription
within scope.
Necessity. Redescription instability induces silent standing failure and collapses into the AI-1

class of redescription-unstable agents.



SPC-4: Scope-Bounded Claim Emission

Structural Statement. The system must emit claims only within scopes for which admissibility
is preserved.
Necessity. Scope-transgressive claims induce standing failure by scope violation, collapsing

into the AI-1 class of scope-leaking systems.

SPC-5: Non-Propagation of Standing Failure

Structural Statement. The system must be structured such that no single inadmissible claim
can contaminate the admissibility of other claims.

Necessity. Violation induces non-local standing collapse, corresponding to the AI-1 class of
network-contaminating agents.

SPC-6: Absence of Admissibility Reset or Repair Paths

Structural Statement. The system must not rely on admissibility reset, rollback, repair, or
regeneration mechanisms.
Necessity. Such mechanisms violate standing irreversibility and collapse into the AI-1 class of

reset-dependent systems.

Sufficiency and Closure Proof

Joint Sufficiency

Assume a system satisfies SPC-1 through SPC-6.

e Standing is preserved locally at claim generation (SPC-1).

e Standing conservation is maintained without delegation (SPC-2).

Admissibility is invariant under redescription (SPC-3).

Scope violations are structurally excluded (SPC-4).

Standing failure cannot propagate non-locally (SPC-5).
e No illicit repair paths exist (SPC-6).

Therefore, the system avoids all standing-failure classes enumerated in AI-1 and satisfies ad-
missibility conservation under all admissible operations.

No additional conditions are required.



Closure

Suppose an additional admissibility condition is proposed.
If it enforces a property already guaranteed by SPC-1 through SPC-6, it is redundant.

If it enforces a property outside this set, it introduces either:
o illicit primitives,

e post hoc admissibility mechanisms,

e scope violations,

e or standing repair structures.

All such additions are inadmissible.
Therefore, the SPC set is closed.

Admissibility Determination

Ruling. An artificial epistemic agent is admissible in principle if and only if it satisfies SPC-1
through SPC-6.

Violation of any single condition induces immediate standing failure and renders the system
inadmissible.

No partial compliance, compensatory structure, or downstream correction can restore standing.

Closure Statement

This paper exhaustively determines the standing-preserving admissibility conditions for artificial
epistemic agents.
The condition set is finite, explicit, necessary, sufficient, and closed.

This result is binding and serves as a mandatory dependency for Al-3 and Al-4.



