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Abstract

This paper establishes a fixed-domain closure theorem within AASC. It proves that the null
regime—defined as a putative admissibility-bearing evaluability regime whose total standing-
relevant content is vacuity—is structurally inadmissible. The argument proceeds using stand-
ing—admissibility identity, admissible redescription preservation, AMetric boundary discipline,
same-type evaluability constraints, and fixed-domain continuation structure.

The result does not introduce ontology, cosmology, temporal genesis, or existential pos-
tulates. Instead, it establishes that admissible evaluability cannot coherently terminate in
total vacuity under same-type fixed-domain preservation. Proposed null routes either lose
admissibility-bearing status, drift cross-domain, collapse into AMetric pre-admissibility, or fail
evaluability-preserving continuation conditions.

The theorem is closure-theoretic rather than existential. It concerns the structural inadmis-

sibility of the null regime within admissibility-bearing evaluability systems under AASC.
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1 Scope and Target Discipline

This manuscript is a structural theorem inside AASC. It is not a cosmological proof, not an on-
tological creation argument, not a physical hypothesis, not a temporal genesis story, and not an
assertion that any particular concrete occupant is instantiated. The proof concerns the admissi-
bility status of a proposed regime within a fixed-domain evaluability architecture. The theorem
is closure-theoretic rather than existential: it closes admissible-nullism as a same-type evaluability
route without inferring concrete instantiation.

The target is not raw silence, uninterpreted absence, or an unoffered non-claim. Raw absence

can fail to be anything at all without refuting the theorem. The target is narrower:
A putative admissible regime whose total standing-bearing content is vacuity.

The theorem therefore addresses a formal null-closure question only after the target has been

sharpened into a null admissible regime. The claim is:

Total AASC vacuity cannot be the admissible closure state of admissibility-bearing

evaluability.

This is deliberately weaker than a positive ontology and deliberately stronger than a prefer-
ence against vacuity. It is a fixed-domain closure theorem: if a candidate is offered as admissible
within the AASC target class, it must carry the governance structure required for standing-bearing

evaluation. Total vacuity carries none.



1.1 Licensed readings
The following readings are licensed:
(a) a same-scope structural exclusion of the null admissible regime;

(b) a theorem about admissibility, standing, identity, redescription, transport, quotient consis-

tency, role decomposition, and constraint-bundle governance;
(c) a closure result against admissible-nullism;
(d) a non-collapse base for later admissibility-preservation work;

(e) a conditional answer to the formalized null-closure question: total AASC vacuity cannot be

the admissible closure state.

1.2 Forbidden readings

The following readings are not licensed:

(a) a proof that physical spacetime is instantiated,;

(b) a proof that any particular universe, observer, law, object, field, particle, or event is instanti-
ated;

(c) a proof that all unrestricted nullist theses are false;
(d) a proof that every empty formal object is invalid;
(e) a proof that an arbitrary meta-language cannot define an all-rejecting predicate;

(f) a proof that concrete instantiation can be inferred directly from vocabulary.

The manuscript closes only the target it defines: vacuity proposed as an admissible same-type

regime on the same fixed domain.

1.3 Fixed-domain posture

A fixed domain is the comparison space in which target identity, admissibility classification, standing-
bearing continuation, transport, quotient identity, and lawful redescription are evaluated. A pur-
ported alternative remains same-scope only if it preserves the admissibility-relevant invariant bundle
governing the target. If it changes that bundle, it is a scope change. If it changes no licensed use,
it is bookkeeping. If it carries no target identity or gate authority, it is not a counterexample.
This posture prevents the central equivocation: switching from “AASC vacuity is not an ad-
missible candidate” to “AASC vacuity is an admissible outside condition.” The first statement is

compatible with the theorem. The second performs admissibility work and must be evaluated.



2 Not a Performative Contradiction Argument

The proof is not a performative contradiction argument. It does not depend on language use,
assertion, cognition, discourse, communicative practice, speaker intention, or a subject’s inability
to deny a condition. It does not say that one must use a concept while denying it. It says that
a purported null regime cannot supply the fixed-domain identity, transport, quotient, role, and
continuation conditions required for admissibility-bearing evaluability.

The contradiction is structural. A same-scope candidate used to deny, classify, exempt, or iden-
tify admissibility-bearing evaluability must carry the governance roles by which denial, classification,
exemption, or identification is evaluable. If it carries those roles, it is not total vacuity. If it carries

none, it is not a same-type admissibility-relevant candidate.

Proposition 2.1 (Structural rather than performative contradiction). The contradiction in N1 is
generated by the incompatibility between positive-side admissibility obligations and total absence of

the governance roles required for those obligations, not by a speaker’s act of assertion.

Proof. Positive-side admissibility requires standing-bearing identity, boundary typing, transport
consistency, quotient consistency, and licensed continuation. AASC vacuity denies every one of
these. Therefore the contradiction arises even if no speaker, language, cognition, or discourse act is

considered. It is a role contradiction internal to the fixed-domain candidate class. O

3 Binding AASC Dependencies

The proof uses the following locked AASC roles and closure results. They are treated as inherited

structure rather than reproved premises.

D1. Meta-evaluability discipline. A denial, identification, classification, distinction, or coun-
terexample offered as admissibility-relevant already participates in evaluability structure. If

it does not, it is raw non-governed presentation and cannot refute an admissibility theorem.

D2. Formal statement-system forcing. Any non-degenerate statement-bearing system with
composition, reuse, comparison across updates, and irreversible reuse forces identity fixation,

admissible transport, standing equivalence, quotient consistency, and repair exclusion.

D3. Internal/external collapse. A purported external same-type standpoint either instantiates
the same evaluability obligations, drops same-type comparability, changes domain or scope by

adding witnesses or selectors, or becomes inert bookkeeping.

D4. Kernel of non-degenerate construction. Whenever a regime supports admissibility-
assessable, identity-preserving construction on a fixed domain, the governance roles X =
{Adm, Stand, ?? Irr} are forced.

D5. Admissibility necessity. Admissibility is the minimal gate by which fixed-domain construc-

tion distinguishes licensed from unlicensed standing-bearing use.
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Standing—admissibility identity. Standing is reuse-stable admissibility under licensed

same-scope continuation, not a positive-side supplement added after admission.

Redescription and scope invariance. A lawful redescription may change presentation
but not standing-relevant invariant content; a same-scope claim cannot place itself outside

admissibility while using that outside position to govern admissibility.

AMetric boundary discipline. The pre-admissible boundary admits no admissibility-
relevant selector, ranking, metric, probability, parameter, transport rule, default rule, ex-

emption rule, or canonical representative unless that structure is independently gated.

Mute-nullity classification. A completely non-evaluable mute presentation is AMetric pre-
admissibility rather than a same-type admissibility-bearing candidate; if it is used to govern
admission, it crosses the AMetric boundary only through non-null selector, witness, identity,

transport, or gate structure.

Bivalence. On the evaluated fragment of a fixed domain, an admissibility-relevant candidate
is admitted or not admitted. There is no third same-scope status such as null-but-admissible,

outside-but-governing, failed-but-standing, or skin-only-but-authoritative.

Constraint-architecture necessity. Coherent evaluability requires admissibility gating,
identity fixation, standing-bearing continuation, transport consistency, quotient consistency,

redescription stability, domain integrity, and fail-closed handling of standing failure.

Anchor—tensor—skin decomposition. Every admissibility-bearing descriptive element in a
fixed regime belongs to one of three roles: anchor, tensor, or skin. Anchors are admissibility-
defining preconditions; tensors are quotient-level invariant standing-bearing content; skin is

representational surplus without gate authority.

Fixed-domain exhaustion. Same-scope admissibility-bearing variation is exhausted by
boundary typing, identity fixation, standing classification, quotient identity, admissible con-

tinuation, and role decomposition.

Finite evaluability witness. A two-mark toy model demonstrates that identity fixation,
transport, quotient comparison, and admission are the minimal roles destroyed by null collapse

rather than decorative vocabulary.

Standing failure non-repairability. A standing-null candidate cannot be repaired into
admissibility while remaining the same evaluated act. Repair either fails, supplies non-null

governance, or triggers fresh evaluation of a new act or scope.

No external ontology, dynamics, causal principle, temporal process, physical hypothesis, math-

ematical existence axiom, or phenomenological premise enters the proof.



4 Definitions and Target-Class Fixation

The target must be fixed precisely enough to prevent equivocation between empty content, empty

extension, absence of ontology, empty notation, pre-boundary silence, and admissible-nullism.

Definition 4.1 (Fixed domain). A fixed domain D is a comparison setting in which candidate
identity, admissibility status, standing-bearing continuation, transport, quotient identity, and lawful

redescription are evaluated against a stable invariant bundle.

Definition 4.2 (Evaluability). Evaluability on D is in force iff identity-bearing distinctions can
be fixed, transported, quotient-respected, compared, and preserved across admissible redescription
and licensed continuation. A mark, absence, or presentation lacking target identity, admissible
transport, quotient identity, comparison discipline, and continuation conditions is not a weaker
evaluable candidate. It is outside the target class unless it is used to govern admissibility, in which

case those obligations are incurred.

Definition 4.3 (Evaluated fragment). The evaluated fragment Ep is the class of candidates, descrip-
tions, acts, regimes, or admissibility-relevant claims on D that are subject to AASC admissibility
evaluation. If a presented item is not in £p and performs no admissibility-relevant work, it is not a

counterexample to a theorem about admissibility.

Definition 4.4 (Same-type counterexample). A same-type counterexample to a theorem about
admissibility-bearing evaluability is a candidate that remains on the same fixed domain and pre-
serves the theorem’s type: admissibility relevance, target identity, transport discipline, quotient
comparison, standing-bearing continuation, and role authority. A raw non-claim, richer external

regime, cross-domain construction, scope extension, or inert mark is not a same-type counterexam-

ple.

Definition 4.5 (Mute nullity). Mute nullity is a completely non-evaluable presentation: no distinc-
tion, no target identity, no comparison, no transport, no witness, no selector, no gate, no quotient,
and no admissibility-bearing role. It is not an admitted null regime. If it remains mute, it is AMet-
ric pre-admissibility and has no counterexample force. If it is used to classify, deny, exempt, or
govern admissibility, it is no longer mute and incurs the same evaluability obligations as any other

same-type candidate.

Definition 4.6 (Admissibility). Admp(x) = 1 means that z is admitted for same-scope standing-
bearing use: licensed commitment, continuation, inference, construction, or reuse on D. Admp(z) =

0 means that x is not admitted for that use.

Definition 4.7 (Standing). Standp(z) = 1 means that x has eligibility for standing-bearing con-
tinuation, commitment, or reuse on D. Under AASC identity closure, standing is reuse-stable

admissibility rather than an additional property attached after admission.



Definition 4.8 (Constraint-bundle content). The constraint-bundle content CB(z) of a candidate
x is the admissibility-relevant governance content by which = preserves target identity, standing-
bearing status, transport behavior, quotient identity, and admissibility-boundary behavior under

lawful same-scope redescription. It is not an ontic inventory of objects. It is role content.

Definition 4.9 (AASC vacuity). A candidate has AASC-vacuous content, written C(x) = Vac, iff
it has no admissibility-relevant invariant bundle, no standing-bearing identity carrier, no transport
rule, no quotient identity, no anchor, no tensor, no gate authority, no licensed continuation condi-
tion, and no admissibility-bearing role. It may have inert notation or presentation, but any such

presentation is skin-only.

Definition 4.10 (Null admissible regime). A null admissible regime is a putative same-scope can-
didate N satisfying both:

(i) N is claimed to be admissible: Admp(N) = 1; and
(ii) the total standing-bearing content of N is AASC vacuity: C(/N) = Vac.
Equivalently, it is total nullity asked to occupy the admitted side of the AASC gate.

Definition 4.11 (Admissible-nullism). Admissible-nullism is the thesis that total vacuity can func-
tion as an admissible regime, fixed point, endpoint, closure state, external denial point, lower
generator, empty-extension classification, mute-nullity shield, skin-only authority, same-type coun-

terexample, or standing-bearing description under AASC evaluation.

Remark 4.12 (Empty formal objects). The theorem does not exclude an empty set, zero vector,
empty list, empty theory, null string, zero morphism, or all-rejecting function inside a separately
governed formalism. Such objects may be admissible because the surrounding framework supplies
the non-vacuous governance. The theorem excludes a different target: vacuity itself proposed as

the admissible governing regime.

5 Formal Statement-System Minimality

AASC closure is not triggered only by metaphysical vocabulary. The minimal non-metaphysical
model is a formal statement-bearing system with reuse, comparison, composition, and irreversible

reuse.

Definition 5.1 (Statement-bearing system). A minimal statement-bearing system is a tuple
Stmt = (C, Y, out, o, U, =),

where C is a class of committed records, out : C' — Y is an output discipline, o is composition or
reuse of records, U is a class of updates or redescriptions, and & is a comparison relation intended

to determine sameness of the object of evaluation across updates.



Definition 5.2 (Non-degenerate use). Such a system is non-degenerate only if it supports compo-
sition, reuse, comparison across at least one admissible update, and irreversible reuse: once a record
has entered a later construction, its identity carrier cannot be silently reindexed without changing

the later construction record.

Proposition 5.3 (Formal statement-system forcing). Any non-degenerate statement-bearing system
on a fized domain that supports reuse, comparison, composition, and irreversible reuse forces identity

fixation, transport consistency, quotient consistency, standing equivalence, and repair exclusion.

Proof. Reuse requires a record to remain the same reuse-relevant item across later occurrences;
otherwise reuse is not reuse. Comparison requires candidate identity and boundary typing; otherwise
there is no pair or class of items being compared. Composition requires transport of standing-
relevant identity through combined acts; otherwise the composite act has no determinate target.
Quotient consistency is forced because presentation differences that make no licensed-use difference
must be identified, while differences that do make a licensed-use difference require gating. Repair
exclusion is forced because a failure in identity or standing cannot be erased while preserving the
failed act as the same evaluated occurrence. These are precisely the minimal structural roles of

evaluability. O

Corollary 5.4 (Vacuity cannot supply statement-system roles). Total AASC vacuity cannot serve
as the governing regime of a non-degenerate statement-bearing system, because each of reuse, com-
parison, composition, transport, quotient consistency, standing equivalence, and repair exclusion is

nomn-vacuous governance structure.

6 Finite Evaluability Toy Model

The following model is not an ontology, not a physics model, and not an intended semantics for
AASC as a whole. It is a finite witness showing that the minimal roles used by the proof are
not rhetorical surplus. They appear as soon as fixed-domain distinction, comparison, reuse, and

continuation are required.

Definition 6.1 (Two-mark evaluability model). Let M contain two marks a and b, one admissible
update u, an identity relation =, a transport rule 7,, a quotient relation ~, and an admissibility
gate G. The intended fixed-domain use is to compare marks before and after v and to reuse an

admitted mark in one later composition.

Proposition 6.2 (Minimal roles appear in the two-mark model). If M supports non-degenerate
comparison and reuse, then it requires identity fixation, transport, quotient consistency, standing

classification, and repair exclusion.

Proof. Comparison of a and b requires the distinction a # b. Reuse requires that an occurrence

of a after u remain the same reuse-relevant item, so 7,(a) must be fixed. Presentation-neutral



comparison requires a quotient ~, because harmless presentation changes must not count as new
standing-bearing load. The gate G is required to determine which transported marks are licensed
for reuse. If a transported mark loses identity or standing, repair exclusion is required to prevent
the later composition from silently treating the failed occurrence as admitted. Thus the roles used

by N1 arise in this finite model before any metaphysical interpretation is added. O
Theorem 6.3 (Toy null-collapse failure). No total null-collapse of M preserves evaluability.

Proof. A total null-collapse removes the distinction a # b, the transport rule 7, the quotient ~, the
gate G, and the standing status of later reuse. Without the distinction, there is no target pair to com-
pare. Without transport, there is no same item after u. Without a quotient, presentation-neutral
comparison is undefined. Without the gate, there is no admitted later use. Without standing,
composition cannot reuse the item as admitted. Therefore null-collapse does not produce a weaker
evaluable model; it destroys the model’s evaluability. If any of those roles is restored, the restored

structure is non-null governance content. O

Corollary 6.4 (Model-level counterexample burden). Even in the finite two-mark model, a null
counterexample must preserve comparison, transport, quotient identity, admissibility, and reuse while

removing every role that preserves them. That burden is inconsistent.

7 Meta-Evaluability Necessity

This section closes the scope escape that total vacuity simply lies outside admissibility. AASC does
not require raw absence to satisfy admissibility. It requires only that any admissibility-relevant use

of raw absence be evaluated.

Lemma 7.1 (Meta-evaluability necessity). Any purported regime, denial, distinction, identification,
classification, or counterexample capable of being used admissibility-relevantly on a fived domain

already participates in evaluability structure.

Proof. To be used admissibility-relevantly, a presented item must determine or challenge at least
one of the following: what is being evaluated, whether it is admitted, whether it preserves standing,
whether it remains the same under redescription, whether it transports through lawful continuation,
whether quotient identity is preserved, or whether it lies inside the same comparison domain. Each
of these uses requires fixed target identity and classification role. If the item lacks all such role, it
is raw non-governed presentation and cannot determine, challenge, classify, or refute anything in
the admissibility regime. Therefore any successful same-type fixed-domain counterexample already

participates in evaluability structure. O

Corollary 7.2 (Raw absence is harmless). Unpresented or non-governing absence is not required
to satisfy AASC. It simply is not a counterexample. A counterexample begins only when nullity is

identified, denied, classified, referred to, or used as admissibility-relevant.
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8 Same-Type Counterexample Discipline

Proposition 8.1 (Same-type counterexample clause). Only same-type evaluability claims are ad-
missible counterexample candidates to N1-N/4. A purported counterexample that changes domain,
adds witnesses, introduces a richer regime, drops target identity, refuses transport, or performs no

admissibility-relevant work is not a counterexample to the same theorem.

Proof. A counterexample to a fixed-domain theorem must preserve the theorem’s comparison type.
For N1-N4 that type is admissibility-bearing evaluability on a fixed domain. If the proposed alter-
native lacks admissibility relevance, it is inert. If it lacks identity or transport, it is not the same
target under comparison. If it adds witnesses or a richer regime, it is non-null or cross-domain.

Hence only same-type evaluability claims can be counterexamples to the theorem. O

9 Internal/External Collapse

A strong external-standpoint objection posits a position from which admissibility-bearing evalua-

bility is denied, classified, or exempted. The following theorem treats that route directly.

Definition 9.1 (External standpoint). An external standpoint is a purported position F claimed
to deny, classify, exempt, identify, or govern an AASC target while not itself being subject to the

evaluability obligations of that target class.

Theorem 9.2 (Internal/external collapse). No coherent external standpoint can deny, classify,
exempt, identify, or govern admissibility-bearing evaluability without either instantiating the same

evaluability obligations or failing to produce a same-type evaluable claim.

Proof. Let E be a purported external standpoint. If E denies, classifies, exempts, identifies, or
governs an AASC target, then F must fix what target is at issue, preserve that target across its
denial or classification, distinguish the external claim from inert notation, and determine how the
claim affects licensed use. These are boundary typing, identity fixation, transport consistency,
quotient consistency, and gate role. Thus FE instantiates the same evaluability obligations after
retyping.

If E refuses those obligations, then it cannot preserve target identity, compare alternatives, or
support standing-bearing denial. It is not a same-type evaluable standpoint. If E preserves them
only by adding witnesses, selectors, histories, parameterizations, boundary data, or new load, it
changes the domain or scope rather than escaping the theorem. If E changes no licensed use, it
is bookkeeping. These cases exhaust externality: same obligations, non-comparable failure, scope

change, or bookkeeping. None supplies a null admissible regime. O

Corollary 9.3 (No external-nullity shield). A claim of the form “AASC vacuity lies outside the
framework” has only two admissibility-relevant readings. FEither it performs no governance work and

cannot refute the theorem, or it governs admissibility and collapses into evaluability obligations.
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Corollary 9.4 (Richer external regimes are not null counterexamples). A richer external regime,
cross-domain construction, new witness family, new selector, added history, enlarged load, or scope

extension is not a counterexample to N1. It is either a different domain or a non-null regime.

10 Admissibility Necessity and Kernel Forcing

A second possible objection says that admissibility is merely a preferred criterion. This section
states the precise necessity claim: admissibility is not optional once the target is fixed-domain

standing-bearing construction.

Proposition 10.1 (Admissibility necessity). Within AASC, admissibility is the minimal condition
for fized-domain distinguishability under identity-preserving construction. Rejecting admissibility

rejects the target phenomenon rather than supplying a weaker admissible alternative.

Proof. Fixed-domain construction requires a distinction between licensed and unlicensed use. With-
out such a distinction, no candidate is admitted, rejected, continued, or blocked as standing-bearing.
Identity-preserving construction requires a gate that determines whether the same target may be
carried forward under lawful continuation. That gate is admissibility. A proposed weaker relation
either changes licensed use, in which case it is another admissibility gate under a different name,
or changes no licensed use, in which case it is bookkeeping. Therefore admissibility is necessary for

the target phenomenon. O

Proposition 10.2 (AASC kernel necessity). Any non-degenerate same-scope regime of admissibility-

bearing construction forces the kernel roles K = {Adm, Stand, 7?7 Irr}.

Proof. Admissibility is required to distinguish licensed from unlicensed standing-bearing use. Stand-
ing is required because licensed use must be eligible for continuation, commitment, or reuse. Ref-
erence is required because construction must fix what target is being carried through the act.
Irreversibility is required because standing failure at an act cannot be erased while preserving the
act as the same evaluated occurrence. Removing any one role removes non-degenerate admissibility-

bearing construction rather than producing a null admissible regime. O

Corollary 10.3 (Kernel requirement for null counterexamples). A valid null-regime counterezample
must instantiate the AASC kernel while remaining totally vacuous. This burden is unstable from

the start: the kernel is governance content, while vacuity denies all governance content.

11 Identity-Collapse of the Positive Side

One ambiguity to remove is the apparent slide between admissibility, standing, legitimacy, identity
stability, transport, quotient identity, and description. The positive-side collapse is therefore stated

explicitly.
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Proposition 11.1 (Identity-collapse proposition). For candidates in the evaluated fragment of a

fixzed AASC domain, the following positive-side statuses are extensionally identical:
(i) admitted for same-scope licensed use;
(ii) standing-preserving under lawful continuation;
(iii) carrying evaluable identity under admissibility-relevant redescription;
(iv) transport-consistent under licensed continuation;
(v) quotient-consistent under presentation-neutral comparison;
(vi) fized-domain classificatory legitimacy for commitment, continuation, or reuse.

Symbolically, on the positive side of Ep,
Admp(z) =1 <= Standp(z) = 1 <= Idp(z) = 1 <= Trp(x) =1 <= Quotp(z) = 1 <= Classp(z) = 1.

Proof. If a candidate is admitted for licensed use but does not preserve standing, then admission fails
to license the use it is defined to license. If it preserves standing but lacks evaluable identity, then
there is no same target whose standing is preserved. If it has identity but lacks transport consistency,
the same target cannot be carried through lawful continuation. If it transports but lacks quotient
consistency, presentation-neutral differences can become illicit hidden load. If it has these statuses
but lacks fixed-domain classificatory legitimacy, then it cannot be used as an admitted candidate
in the regime. Conversely, a candidate with fixed-domain classificatory legitimacy for commitment,
continuation, or reuse is precisely a candidate admitted with standing-bearing identity, transport,

and quotient stability. Hence the statuses collapse extensionally on the positive side. O

Corollary 11.2 (No admissibility without standing). No evaluated candidate can be admissible
while standing-null, identity-null, transport-null, quotient-null, or classification-null on the same

fized domain.

12 Constraint Architecture and Non-Stipulativity

The proof is not the stipulation “vacuity is inadmissible.” It is a role-exhaustion result: removing

all governance roles removes the phenomenon of admissibility-bearing evaluability.

Lemma 12.1 (Constraint architecture is the condition of coherent evaluability). A candidate is
coherently admissibility-evaluable on a fized domain only if there is constraint architecture fizing
at least admissibility gating, identity preservation, standing-bearing continuation, transport consis-
tency, quotient consistency, redescription stability, domain integrity, and fail-closed treatment of

standing failure.
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Proof. Without admissibility gating there is no distinction between licensed and unlicensed use.
Without identity preservation there is no target carried through redescription. Without standing-
bearing continuation there is no eligible reuse. Without transport consistency there is no lawful
passage between presentations or stages. Without quotient consistency, representational variation
can be mistaken for standing-bearing load. Without redescription stability, presentation change
can alter admissibility-relevant status. Without domain integrity, a purported counterexample may
change scope while being presented as same-scope. Without fail-closed treatment, standing failure
may be silently repaired. Removing any of these roles removes coherent evaluability rather than

weakening it. O

Lemma 12.2 (Zero constraint-bundle content is never positive-side admissibility). If CB(x) = Vac

in the admissibility-relevant sense, then x cannot occupy the positive side of the AASC gate.

Proof. Positive-side admissibility requires an invariant bundle by which target identity, standing,
transport, quotient identity, and lawful continuation remain fixed. A candidate with zero constraint-
bundle content supplies no such invariant. It may be rejected, ignored, or treated as inert notation,
but it cannot be classified as admitted. This is not because a convention dislikes vacuity; it is

because the roles required for positive-side admissibility are absent. O

13 AMetric Boundary Closure and No Lower Null Generator

A null regime may attempt to begin before admissibility and arrive inside admissibility by default.

The AMetric boundary closes this promotion route.

Lemma 13.1 (AMetric non-selection of vacuity). At the pre-admissible boundary, vacuity has no
admissibility-relevant selector, ranking, metric, probability, canonical representative, default rule,

parameter, or index by which it can select itself as admissible.

Proof. AMetric boundary discipline forbids admissibility-relevant asymmetry without witness. A
selector, metric, ranking, default, or parameter is a witness structure. If such structure is supplied,
the candidate is not total vacuity; if it is not supplied, no admissibility-relevant selection occurs.

Therefore vacuity cannot select itself. O

Lemma 13.2 (AMetric non-identification and non-transport). Pre-admissible vacuity cannot iden-

tify, parameterize, transport, or exempt itself into admissibility.

Proof. Identification fixes what candidate is being considered. Parameterization supplies a struc-
tured variable or index. Transport specifies a licensed passage from boundary status to evaluated
status. Exemption specifies a rule by which the candidate avoids ordinary gating while still affect-
ing admissibility. Each operation is non-vacuous governance structure. Without such structure the
operation is absent; with it the candidate is no longer total vacuity. Hence pre-admissible vacuity

cannot identify, parameterize, transport, or exempt itself into admissibility. O
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Theorem 13.3 (Mute nullity collapses into the AMetric boundary). A completely non-evaluable
mute regime is not a same-type admissibility-bearing candidate. Under AASC it is AMetric pre-
admissibility: non-selective, non-transportive, non-identifying, non-comparative, and without standing-

bearing transition into admission absent non-null selector structure.

Proof. By definition, mute nullity has no distinction, target identity, comparison, transport, witness,
selector, gate, quotient, or admissibility-bearing role. Therefore it cannot classify a candidate, deny
a theorem, exempt a regime, select a default, or transport itself into the evaluated fragment. This
is exactly AMetric boundary behavior: no admissibility-relevant asymmetry is available without a
witness.

If mute nullity remains mute, it has no same-type counterexample force. If it is used to classify,
deny, exempt, select, or govern, then that use supplies at least one of identity, witness, selector,
transport, gate, or quotient structure. The presentation is then non-mute and non-null in the AASC
sense. Hence mute nullity is not a new escape route; it is the AMetric boundary under another

description. 0

Theorem 13.4 (No lower null generator). No sub-admissible or pre-admissible null layer can gen-
erate admissible standing for the same fized domain without crossing the AMetric boundary by way
of a selector, witness, transport rule, gate, continuation rule, or identity carrier. Each such crossing

1s non-null governance structure.

Proof. Let L be a proposed lower null generator for an admitted candidate on D. If L supplies
no selector, witness, transport, gate, continuation rule, or identity carrier, then no admissibility-
relevant passage from lower presentation to admitted standing occurs. The alleged generation is
inert.

If L supplies any of those roles, then L is not total vacuity. A selector selects; a witness distin-
guishes; a transport rule licenses passage; a gate classifies; a continuation rule preserves standing;
an identity carrier fixes what is carried. Each is governance content. If the roles are supplied by a
surrounding richer regime, the surrounding regime is non-null or changes the domain. Therefore no

lower null generator exists for same-scope admissible standing. O

Corollary 13.5 (No default-vacuity rule). A rule saying “in the absence of structure, vacuity is
admissible by default” is not null. It is a selector rule. It must either be independently admitted, in

which case the regime is non-vacuous, or fail to govern, in which case it admits no candidate.

14 Short Domain and Null-Route Diagram

The following diagram records the classification of the remaining null routes. It is not a generative

diagram and does not introduce a temporal transition. It is a fixed-domain status map.
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Region or route

AASC status

Null-collapse result

AMetric domain

Admissible evaluability
domain
Failed null-collapse
routes

Pre-admissible, non-selective,

non-transportive, and  non-
standing-bearing.

Fixed-domain identity, trans-
port, quotient  consistency,

standing, and gate authority are
in force.
Endpoint, external denial point,

empty-extension classifier, lower

Cannot promote itself into ad-
missible evaluability without a
selector, witness, gate, or trans-
port rule; any such addition is
non-null.

Total vacuity cannot occupy
the positive side because each
positive-side role is governance
content.
Each

AMetric presentation, non-null

route becomes inert

generator, mute-nullity shield, governance structure, cross-
skin-only authority, scope ex- domain scope change, or direct
emption, repair target, and inadmissibility.

same-type counterexample.

This is the visual form of N1-N4: the AMetric side supplies no admissible transport, the
admissible-evaluability side cannot be vacuous, and every attempted null route either loses same-

type counterexample force or imports non-null governance.

15 Bivalence and the No-Third-Status Lock

A null regime may try to survive as neither admitted nor rejected, while still somehow counting as
admissible. AASC bivalence blocks this.

Lemma 15.1 (Evaluated admissibility is bivalent). For any x € Ep, the admissibility-relevant
status of x on D is exhausted by Admp(z) =1 or Admp(z) = 0.

Proof. This is the AASC bivalence theorem applied to the evaluated fragment. A purported third
status either changes licensed use and is therefore a second gate, or changes no licensed use and is

bookkeeping. It cannot be a same-scope alternative to admission and rejection. O

Corollary 15.2 (No null-but-admissible status). There is no same-scope status under which a can-
didate is total vacuity and yet occupies the admitted side of the gate without satisfying the conditions

for standing-bearing admissibility.

16 Anchor—Tensor—Skin Nullity Failure

A null regime may try to persist as a blank inscription, a zero mark, an empty page, a label saying

“null,” or other pure presentation. ATS decomposition makes this route load-bearing rather than
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decorative.

Theorem 16.1 (ATS role exhaustion). On a fized admissibility regime, every admissibility-bearing
descriptive element is anchor, tensor, or skin. Anchor supplies admissibility-defining preconditions;
tensor supplies quotient-level invariant standing-bearing content; skin supplies presentation without

gate authority.

Proof. This is the AASC anchor—tensor—skin decomposition. It is exhaustive for admissibility-
bearing description on a fixed domain: a descriptive element either contributes to gating, contributes

invariant standing-bearing content, or merely presents what is already governed. O

Theorem 16.2 (ATS nullity failure). A null regime has no anchor and no tensor. If it is skin-
only, it has no admissibility-bearing authority. If it has anchor or tensor authority, it is not null.

Therefore it has no standing-preserving constructional identity.

Proof. AASC vacuity denies admissibility-defining preconditions, quotient-level invariant content,
and admissibility-bearing role. Hence it has no anchor and no tensor. If it is represented by skin
only, that skin has no gate authority. If the skin acquires gate authority, it is no longer merely skin
and the candidate is no longer null. Since ATS is exhaustive and minimal, no fourth authority role

remains. Therefore a null regime has no standing-preserving constructional identity. O

17 Scope, Redescription, and Outside-But-Governing Failure

A null regime may be declared outside admissibility. That move succeeds only by conceding that
the null regime is not admissible. It fails if it tries to govern admissibility while remaining outside
it.

Lemma 17.1 (Outside-but-governing is not same-scope). A claim that a candidate lies outside

admissibility while still determining admissibility is not a same-scope AASC claim.

Proof. If the outside claim changes what is admitted, rejected, licensed, continued, or reused, then
it performs gate work and enters the evaluated fragment. If it changes none of these, it is inert
bookkeeping. No third status is available by bivalence. The internal/external collapse theorem
gives the stronger form: outside governance either instantiates the same evaluability obligations or

changes scope. O

Lemma 17.2 (Scope exemption collapses). A purported null admissible regime cannot avoid the

theorem by being declared outside scope.

Proof. If the declaration is admissibility-relevant, it is a redescription of the admissibility domain
and must satisfy fixed-domain admissibility conditions. Since the candidate is null, it fails them. If
the declaration is not admissibility-relevant, it is not a counterexample. Therefore scope exemption

yields no null admissible regime. O
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18 Non-Repairability of Null Failure

A null regime may be enriched, reinterpreted, or repaired after failure. Same-act repair is unavail-
able.

Lemma 18.1 (Standing failure is terminal for the same evaluated act). If Standp(xz) = 0, no
internal same-scope post-processing that still treats the result as the same evaluated act can produce
Standp(z) = 1.

Proof. If post-processing changes admissibility while preserving act identity, it is same-act standing
repair, which AASC forbids. If post-processing supplies a new gate, anchor, tensor, transport rule,
quotient identity, or invariant bundle, the result is non-null or freshly evaluated. If no such content
is supplied, standing remains absent. Hence standing failure is terminal for the same evaluated
act. O

Corollary 18.2 (No repair route for nullity). A standing-null regime cannot become a null admis-

sible regime. Repair either fails, supplies non-null governance, or constitutes a new act.

19 Fixed-Domain Null-Regime Exhaustion

The core closure theorem is not merely a list of attacks. It shows that every same-scope null-regime

defense necessarily fails at least one invariant required for fixed-domain admissibility preservation.

Theorem 19.1 (Null-regime exhaustion). Every purported same-scope defense of a null admissible

regime falls into at least one of the following invariant-failure classes:

F1. Meta-evaluability failure: the proposal performs no admissibility-relevant work and is not

a counterexample.

F2. Same-type failure: the proposal changes domain, target identity, gate, transport, quotient

identity, or continuation discipline, and therefore does not answer the theorem.

F3. Admissibility-gate failure: the proposal has no licensed distinction between admitted and

not admitted.
Fj. Identity-fixation failure: the proposal has no invariant target identity under redescription.

F5. Transport failure: the proposal cannot carry target identity through lawful update or con-

tinuation.

F6. Quotient-identity failure: the proposal cannot descend to a standing quotient on which

comparison, transport, and continuation are well defined.

F7. Standing-preservation failure: the proposal cannot support commitment, continuation, or

Teuse.
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F8. AMetric boundary failure: the proposal relies on a selector, parameter, default, transport,

or exemption that vacuity cannot supply.

F9. Mute-nullity failure: the proposal is completely mute and therefore inert AMetric pre-

admissibility, or else it enters evaluation through non-null boundary machinery.
F10. Bivalence failure: the proposal requires null-but-admissible third status.

F11. ATS role failure: the proposal has no anchor or tensor, or else survives as skin-only repre-

sentation without authority.
F12. Scope failure: the proposal becomes outside-but-governing or changes the fired domain.
F13. Repair failure: the proposal requires same-act repair from standing-null to standing-positive.
No further same-scope defense route remains under fized-domain exhaustion.

Proof. A same-scope defense must either be admissibility-relevant or not. If not, it falls under
F1. If it changes the domain, target identity, gate, transport, quotient identity, or continuation
discipline, it falls under F2. If yes and same-type, it must distinguish admitted from not admitted;
otherwise F3. It must identify the candidate through lawful redescription; otherwise F3. It must
transport target identity; otherwise F4. It must descend to a stable quotient for comparison and
continuation; otherwise F5. It must support standing-bearing continuation; otherwise F6. If it
begins pre-boundary and becomes admitted, it must cross the AMetric boundary; any such crossing
requires a selector, parameter, default, transport, or exemption, so F7 applies. If it is neither
admitted nor rejected while still counting as admissible, F8 applies. If it is pure presentation, ATS
classifies it as skin-only and F9 applies; if it has anchor or tensor authority, it is not null. If it
avoids evaluation by declaring itself outside while governing the domain, F10 applies. If it first
lacks standing and later acquires it as the same act, F11 applies.

Fixed-domain exhaustion states that same-scope admissibility-bearing variation is exhausted by
boundary typing, identity fixation, standing classification, quotient identity, admissible continua-
tion, and role decomposition. The failure classes above are the null projections of those loci. A
move outside them is scope change, non-comparable failure, or bookkeeping. Therefore no further
same-scope defense route remains. The same-type and mute-nullity cases do not add escape routes;

they specify when the purported route has ceased to be a counterexample at all. O

20 Theorem N1: Non-Collapse of Admissible Evaluability into Vacu-
ity
Theorem 20.1 (N1: Structural inadmissibility of the null regime). There is no admissible con-

struction regime, description, fized point, endpoint, or closure state whose total standing-bearing

content is AASC vacuity. Equivalently, the null admissible regime is structurally inadmissible.
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Proof. Assume for contradiction that there exists a null admissible regime N on a fixed domain D.
By definition,
Ade(N ) =1

and

C(N) = Vac.

Since Admp(NN) = 1, N occupies the positive side of the AASC gate. By the identity-collapse
proposition, N has standing, evaluable identity, transport consistency, quotient identity, and fixed-

domain classificatory legitimacy:
Standp(N) =1, Idp(N)=1, Trp(N)=1, Quotp(N)=1, Classp(N)=1.

Since C(NN) = Vac, N has no admissibility-relevant invariant bundle, no standing-bearing identity
carrier, no transport rule, no quotient identity, no anchor, no tensor, no gate authority, and no
admissibility-bearing role. By constraint-architecture necessity and the ATS nullity theorem, N

cannot have standing, evaluable identity, transport consistency, or quotient identity:
Standp(N) # 1, Idp(N)#1, Trp(N)#1, Quotp(N) # 1.

Thus N both has and lacks standing on the same fixed domain. This is a contradiction. Therefore
no null admissible regime exists.

The standard escape routes are exhausted. Raw absence and mute nullity are not same-type
counterexamples. Pre-boundary vacuity cannot select, identify, parameterize, transport, or exempt
itself into admission. Null-but-admissible third status is rejected by bivalence. Skin-only nullity
carries no authority. Outside-but-governing status collapses by internal/external collapse. Repair
supplies non-null governance, performs fresh evaluation, or fails. Hence the contradiction is not

avoided by reformulating the null regime. O

Corollary 20.2 (No admissible-nullism). Admissible-nullism is false within AASC: total vacuity
cannot function as an admissible regime, endpoint, fixed point, external denial point, lower generator,

or closure state.

21 Theorem N2: Empty-Extension Collapse

The empty-extension objection is the strongest logician’s move. It says: define Adm(z) = 0 for every
x. The reply is not that no such expression can be written. The reply is that the admissibility-

relevant use of that expression already requires non-vacuous evaluability structure.

Theorem 21.1 (N2: Empty-extension collapse). The claim that the admissibility extension on D is
empty is either a non-evaluable mark, in which case it has no standing, or an evaluable classification,

in which case it instantiates non-vacuous evaluability structure.
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Proof. If the claim performs no admissibility-relevant classification, it is inert notation and cannot
refute an admissibility theorem. If it does perform such classification, it must fix the domain
D, identify the admissibility predicate Admp, distinguish empty extension from non-evaluation,
preserve the identity of that classification under redescription, and license the use by which the
classification bears on the target. These are governance roles. Therefore the evaluative situation is
not total AASC vacuity, even if every object-level candidate is rejected. An empty extension may
be written inside a meta-language, but admissibility-relevant assertion of empty extension is not

itself vacuous. O

Corollary 21.2 (Conditional non-vacuity of admissibility-bearing evaluation). For any fixed-domain
regime R, if admissibility-bearing evaluation is in force in R, then the admissible closure state of R
cannot be total AASC vacuity.

Proof. If admissibility-bearing evaluation is in force, the kernel roles and constraint architecture are
in force. Those roles are non-vacuous governance structure. If the closure state were total vacuity,

those roles would be absent. Therefore the closure state cannot be total vacuity. O

Remark 21.3 (No concrete-instantiation claim). N2 does not prove concrete ontology. It proves
that the evaluability required to classify even an empty admissibility extension is non-vacuous in
the AASC sense. This closes the empty-extension objection without turning the manuscript into

an ontology proof.

22 Theorem N3: Final Closure Against Null Escape

N1 excludes the null admissible regime directly. N2 closes the empty-extension route. N3 records

the complete null-route closure as a single theorem.

Theorem 22.1 (N3: Final null-route closure). Vacuity cannot occupy any of the following same-
type fized-domain AASC roles:

(i) admissible endpoint or fixed point;
(ii) external denial point or exempting standpoint;
(iii) empty-extension classification with admissibility-relevant force;
(iv) pre-boundary or lower generator of standing;
(v) mute-nullity shield at the AMetric boundary;
(vi) skin-only authority;
(vii) scope exemption while governing admissibility;

(viii) same-type counterexample to admissibility-bearing evaluability.
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Proof. Role (i) is excluded by N1. Role (ii) is excluded by internal/external collapse: the alleged
outside either instantiates the same obligations, fails same-type comparability, changes domain, or is
inert. Role (iii) is excluded by N2: an admissibility-relevant empty-extension classification already
contains non-vacuous evaluability structure. Role (iv) is excluded by the AMetric boundary and the
no-lower-null-generator theorem: any promotion requires non-null selector, witness, transport, gate,
continuation, or identity content. Role (v) is excluded by the mute-nullity theorem: if it remains
mute, it is AMetric pre-admissibility and has no same-type force; if it governs, it is no longer mute.
Role (vi) is excluded by ATS: skin carries no gate authority, while anchor or tensor authority is
non-null. Role (vii) is excluded by scope invariance and outside-but-governing failure. Role (viii) is
excluded by the fixed-domain counterexample burden, same-type counterexample clause, finite toy
model, and null-regime exhaustion. These are all same-type fixed-domain routes by which vacuity

could be made admissibility-relevant. Therefore null-route closure holds. O

Corollary 22.2 (Full closure against admissible-nullism). Admissible-nullism has no remaining
same-type fixed-domain route: direct admission, externality, empty extension, pre-boundary genera-
tion, mute-nullity shielding, role authority, third status, scope exemption, same-type counterexample

construction, and repair all fail.

23 Theorem N4: Closed Same-Type Null-Route Closure

N4 records the route-exhaustion result after the finite toy model, same-type discipline, and mute-

nullity/AMetric classification are in place.

Theorem 23.1 (N4: Same-type null-route closure). No same-type candidate on the same fized
domain can function as an admissible endpoint, fized point, external denial point, empty-extension
classifier, pre-boundary generator, lower null generator, mute-nullity shield, skin-only authority,
scope exemption, repair target, or counterexample while having total AASC vacuity as its standing-

bearing content.

Proof. A same-type counterexample must preserve the same fixed-domain admissibility-bearing use.
The finite toy model shows the minimal structural reason: even two reusable marks force identity
fixation, transport, quotient consistency, and gate discipline. A null-collapse attempt either destroys
those roles and loses evaluability, or supplies them and becomes non-null.

The general AASC proof lifts the same pattern. Direct admission fails by N1. Empty-extension
classification fails by N2. External denial and scope exemption fail by internal/external collapse.
Pre-boundary and lower-generator routes fail by AMetric non-selection and no-lower-null-generator.
Mute nullity is AMetric pre-admissibility and has no same-type force until non-null governance is
added. Skin-only authority fails by ATS. Third status fails by bivalence. Repair fails by standing-
failure non-repairability. The cases exhaust same-type null routes because same-type admissibility-

bearing use reduces to identity fixation, standing preservation, lawful redescription, transport, quo-
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tient consistency, scope governance, and repair exclusion. Each route therefore either adds non-null

governance, changes domain, loses same-type force, or remains inert. O

Corollary 23.2 (Full closure against same-type admissible-nullism). Admissible-nullism has no

same-type route inside AASC. Raw non-governing absence is not a counterexample; admissibility-

relevant vacuity is not null; and total AASC vacuity cannot occupy the positive side of admissible

evaluability.

24

Fixed-Domain Counterexample Burden

A valid counterexample to N1-N4 would have to exhibit a candidate N satisfying all of the following

same-type fixed-domain requirements:

C1.

C2.

C3.

C4.

C5.

C6.

Cr.

C8.

Co9.

C10.

C11.

C12.

N preserves the theorem type: same fixed domain, same admissibility-relevant role, same

identity /transport obligations, and same quotient/continuation discipline.

N is admitted: Admp(N) = 1.

N is standing-bearing: Standp(N) = 1.

N has evaluable identity under redescription: Idp(N) = 1.

N has transport consistency and quotient identity: Trp(IN) = 1 and Quotp(N) = 1.
N has fixed-domain classificatory legitimacy: Classp(IV) = 1.

N has total AASC-vacuous content: no invariant bundle, no identity carrier, no transport rule,

no quotient identity, no anchor, no tensor, no gate authority, and no admissibility-bearing role.

N crosses the AMetric boundary without selector, witness, parameter, transport rule, default

rule, exemption rule, or fresh gate.

N performs enough admissibility-relevant work to be a counterexample while remaining com-
pletely mute: no distinction, no witness, no classification, no denial, no transport, no com-

parison, and no continuation.
N respects bivalence without becoming a third status.

N remains on the same fixed domain without scope change, target drift, gate substitution,

transport substitution, or quotient substitution.

N does not rely on same-act repair from standing failure.

These conditions are jointly inconsistent. C1 requires same-type preservation. C2-C6 require

positive-side governance. C7 denies all positive-side governance. C8 requires boundary passage

without the gate work that passage requires. C9 demands both admissibility-relevant force and
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complete muteness, collapsing into AMetric boundary non-candidacy. C10 blocks third status. C11
blocks scope escape and same-type drift. C12 blocks repair. Therefore the counterexample burden
cannot be met.

A richer external regime, cross-domain construction, or scope extension is not a counterexample.

It is either non-null or no longer same-type or no longer on the same fixed domain.

25 Objection Matrix

25.1 Objection 1: The theorem is merely definitional

The objection says that the paper defines admissibility as non-vacuity and then concludes that
vacuity is inadmissible.

Reply. The theorem begins with a target phenomenon: admissibility-bearing evaluability on a
fixed domain. It then shows that this phenomenon requires kernel roles, formal statement-system
obligations, constraint architecture, positive-side identity collapse, AMetric gating, bivalence, ATS
role structure, internal /external collapse, and non-repairability. A candidate lacking all of these does
not instantiate a weaker admissible case; it lacks the phenomenon. The result is role-exhaustive,

not verbal.

25.2 Objection 2: This is only a performative contradiction

The objection says that the proof merely shows that a speaker must use evaluability while denying
evaluability.

Reply. The proof does not depend on assertion or cognition. A silent non-claim is harm-
less. The theorem concerns a same-type counterexample offered as admissibility-relevant. Such
a counterexample must preserve target identity, transport status, quotient identity, and licensed

continuation. These are structural obligations, not pragmatic burdens on a speaker.

25.3 Objection 3: AASC vacuity lies outside the framework

The objection says that total vacuity need not satisfy admissibility because it lies outside all eval-
uation.

Reply. If the statement is pure silence or non-claim, it is not a counterexample. If it is
used to claim that nullity is admissible, default, prior, exempt, external, or governing, then it
is admissibility-relevant and enters evaluability by the meta-evaluability necessity lemma and the

internal /external collapse theorem. The theorem excludes only admissible-nullism.

25.4 Objection 3a: Mute nullity remains as an edge case

The objection says that a completely mute nullity is neither asserted nor denied and therefore

survives the closure proof.
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Reply. A completely mute presentation is AMetric pre-admissibility, not a same-type admissibility-
bearing candidate. It has no selector, witness, identity carrier, transport, quotient, gate, or standing-
bearing role. If it remains mute, it has no counterexample force. If it is used to classify, deny, exempt,

select, or govern, it crosses the AMetric boundary by non-null structure and is no longer mute.

25.5 Objection 4: Admissibility is optional

The objection says that one can reject admissibility and use a weaker criterion.

Reply. A weaker criterion either changes licensed standing-bearing use or does not. If it changes
licensed use, it is an admissibility gate under another name. If it does not, it is bookkeeping.
Rejecting admissibility therefore rejects the target of fixed-domain standing-bearing construction

rather than supplying a same-scope null counterexample.

25.6 Objection 5: The admissibility predicate may have empty extension

The objection says that Adm(z) = 0 for all z is formally possible.

Reply. A meta-language can write an all-zero predicate. The manuscript does not deny that. It
says that using the predicate as an admissibility-relevant classification already requires non-vacuous
evaluability structure: domain fixation, predicate identity, extension/non-extension distinction, re-

description stability, and classificatory role. Empty object-level extension is not total AASC vacuity.

25.7 Objection 6: Vacuity needs no standing

The objection says that total vacuity need not preserve standing, identity, or continuation.
Reply. Correct, if it is not offered as admissible. But a null admissible regime is precisely vacuity
offered as admitted. Positive-side admission collapses into standing, identity, transport, quotient

consistency, and classificatory legitimacy. A candidate cannot lack these and still be admitted.

25.8 Objection 7: A blank symbol represents the null regime

The objection says that a blank page, zero mark, or empty inscription can represent the null regime.
Reply. Representation is skin unless it carries authority. If the blank symbol has no gate
authority, it is not an admissible regime. If it has gate authority, the authority is anchor or tensor

work and the candidate is no longer null.

25.9 Objection 8: A lower null layer generates admissibility

The objection says that admissibility arises from a lower pre-admissible vacuity.
Reply. A lower null layer either performs no admissibility-relevant generation or crosses the
boundary by selector, witness, transport, gate, continuation, or identity carrier. Without those

roles, no admissible standing is generated. With them, the lower layer is not null.
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25.10 Objection 9: Nullity can be repaired into admissibility

The objection says that nullity can initially fail but later acquire standing through reinterpretation
or enrichment.

Reply. If enrichment supplies a gate, identity carrier, transport rule, quotient identity, anchor,
tensor, or invariant bundle, the result is non-null. If it supplies none, no standing is repaired. If the

enriched candidate is evaluated afresh, it is a new act or scope reset, not same-act repair.

25.11 Objection 10: The result proves ontology by stipulation

The objection says that the paper smuggles concrete instantiation into the terms “admissible” or
“evaluable.”

Reply. The theorem does not infer a concrete occupant. It proves only that any admissibility-
relevant classification, including the classification of an empty extension, requires non-vacuous evalu-

ability structure. That is a structural non-collapse claim, not a positive ontology claim.
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26 Closure Ledger

Objection locus

Proposed move

Closure mechanism

Definitionality

Performativity reduc-

tion

Formal minimality
Domain selection
External standpoint
Admissibility optional-
ity

Terminology slippage
Pre-boundary nullity
Mute nullity

Lower generator
Third status
Skin-only presentation

Scope exemption

Repair route

Empty extension

Same-type drift

Ontology overclaim

Call exclusion verbal

Treat the proof as speech-act self-
reference

Treat evaluability as vague

AASC vacuity

framework

is outside the

Deny from outside

Replace admissibility with weaker
criterion

Separate standing, identity, trans-
port, quotient, legitimacy

Let vacuity choose itself

Treat non-evaluable silence as a

surviving edge case

Generate standing from nullity
Null-but-admissible
Blank mark carries authority

Outside-but-governing

Failed null becomes admitted

All-zero predicate as null regime

Use a richer or cross-domain alter-
native as counterexample

Infer concrete occupant

Constraint architecture;
statement-system forcing
Non-performative  structural-
role section

Minimal evaluability definition;
statement-system forcing; finite
two-mark model
Meta-evaluability necessity; in-
ternal /external collapse
Internal /external collapse theo-
rem

Admissibility necessity proposi-
tion

Identity-collapse proposition

AMetric non-selection and non-
transport

AMetric pre-admissibility; no
same-type force unless non-null
governance is added

No lower null generator theorem
Bivalence

ATS nullity failure

Scope invariance; inter-
nal/external collapse
Non-repairability
Empty-extension collapse theo-
rem
Same-type counterexample
clause

Explicit non-ontological scope
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27 Canonical Results

27.1 Canonical one-line theorem
The null admissible regime is structurally inadmissible: admissible evaluability cannot
collapse into total AASC vacuity.

27.2 Canonical formal non-collapse formulation

AASC does not prove concrete instantiation here; it proves that any same-type regime
capable of admissibility-bearing evaluation cannot have total AASC vacuity as its ad-

missible closure state.

27.3 Canonical empty-extension formulation
An empty admissibility extension can be written in a meta-language, but the admissibility-
relevant classification of that extension is itself non-vacuous evaluability structure.

27.4 Canonical route-closure formulation

Vacuity cannot function as admissible endpoint, external denial point, empty-extension
classification, pre-boundary generator, lower null generator, mute-nullity shield, skin-
only authority, scope exemption, repair target, or same-type fixed-domain counterexam-

ple.

27.5 Canonical anti-overclaim formulation

The theorem excludes admissible-nullism, not every unrestricted nullist thesis, not every

mute non-claim, and not every formal empty object.

28 Conclusion

The null admissible regime fails at every AASC closure point. As raw absence or mute nullity,

it is AMetric boundary non-candidacy and not a same-type counterexample. As an admissibility-

relevant claim, it enters evaluability. As an admitted candidate, it requires standing, identity,

transport, quotient consistency, and fixed-domain classificatory legitimacy. As vacuity, it denies

all governance content required for those statuses. As pre-boundary default or mute nullity, it

lacks selector, witness, parameter, transport, classification, and exemption. As lower generator, it

produces no admitted candidate unless it supplies non-null governance. As third status, it violates

bivalence. As blank representation, it is skin-only. As outside-but-governing, it fails scope discipline.

As repaired nullity, it becomes non-null, newly evaluated, or unrepaired.

Therefore the closure result is:
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There is no admissible construction regime, description, endpoint, fixed point, external
denial point, empty-extension shield, lower generator, mute-nullity shield, skin-only
authority, or same-type counterexample whose total standing-bearing content is AASC

vacuity. Admissible evaluability cannot collapse into total AASC vacuity.

This conclusion is the stable base for further AASC work. It is not a complete positive ontology.
It is the closure theorem that later positive results require: before one can ask which admissible
structure is forced, the null admissible regime must be unavailable. N1-N4 make it unavailable

without overclaiming concrete instantiation.
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29 Dependency Map

AASC dependency

Work performed in this manuscript

Meta-evaluability

Formal statement-system

forcing

Finite toy model

Internal /external collapse

Minimal kernel

Admissibility necessity
Standing—admissibility iden-
tity

Identity collapse

Constraint architecture

AMetric boundary

Mute-nullity collapse

No lower null generator

Bivalence

ATS decomposition

Scope invariance
Fixed-domain exhaustion

Non-repairability

Blocks the external-nullity shield; admissibility-relevant
denial enters evaluability.

Forces identity, transport, quotient, standing, and repair
obligations from composition, comparison, reuse, and
irreversible commitment.

Gives a minimal finite witness showing identity, trans-
port, quotient, gate, and reuse roles in the smallest com-
parison setting.

Blocks outside standpoint as a same-type escape; exter-
nality becomes same obligations, non-comparable fail-
ure, scope change, or bookkeeping.

Forces Adm, Stand, ?? Irr for constructional targets.
Prevents treating admissibility as optional preference.
Converts admissible-without-standing into contradic-
tion.

Locks admissibility, standing, identity stability, trans-
port, quotient identity, and classificatory legitimacy to-
gether.

Shows exclusion is role-structural rather than stipula-
tive.

Prevents vacuity from selecting, identifying, parameter-
izing, transporting, or exempting itself.

Classifies fully mute nullity as AMetric pre-admissibility
rather than same-type admissibility.

Prevents sub-admissible or pre-admissible null sources
of standing.

Removes null-but-admissible third status.

Shows null has no anchor/tensor and skin-only presen-
tation has no gate authority.

Blocks outside-but-governing exemption.

Converts objection handling into same-scope closure.
Blocks repair from standing-null to standing-positive as

the same act.
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30 Short Proof Form

1. A same-type counterexample must be admissibility-relevant; otherwise it is inert.

2. Any admissibility-relevant denial, identification, classification, or counterexample participates

in evaluability structure.

3. Formal statement-bearing evaluation with reuse, comparison, and composition forces identity,
transport, quotient, standing, and repair obligations; the finite two-mark model demonstrates

these roles without metaphysical interpretation.

4. Fixed-domain admissibility-bearing construction requires an admissibility gate, standing, tar-
get identity, transport stability, quotient consistency, redescription stability, and fail-closed

standing failure.

5. On the positive side, admissibility, standing, evaluable identity, transport consistency, quotient

identity, and fixed-domain classificatory legitimacy collapse extensionally.

6. AASC vacuity contains no invariant bundle, no identity carrier, no transport rule, no quotient

identity, no anchor, no tensor, no gate authority, and no admissibility-bearing role.

7. Therefore vacuity lacks standing, evaluable identity, transport consistency, and quotient iden-

tity.
8. A null admissible regime is vacuity classified as admitted.
9. If admitted, it has standing and identity; if vacuous, it lacks standing and identity.
10. Contradiction.

11. External, empty-extension, pre-boundary, lower-generator, mute-nullity, skin-only, scope-exemption,
and repair routes each either add non-null governance or fail to produce a same-type admissible

candidate.

12. Therefore no null admissible regime exists.

31 Counterexample-Burden Appendix
A successful counterexample must satisfy all of the following burdens simultaneously:

1. produce a same-type admissible null regime rather than raw non-claim, changed-domain con-

struction, richer external regime, or inert AMetric presentation;
2. preserve identity fixation across lawful redescription;

3. preserve standing/admissibility identity on the positive side;
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4. preserve quotient identity, admissible transport, and reusable comparison;

5. cross the AMetric boundary without selector, witness, parameter, transport rule, default rule,

exemption, or fresh gate;
6. make mute nullity admissibility-relevant without making it non-mute;

7. carry admissibility-bearing authority without anchor or tensor content and without upgrading

skin into authority.

The burdens cannot be jointly satisfied. The first four require non-vacuous evaluability structure.
The fifth forbids the only boundary machinery that could promote vacuity. The sixth forbids a mute
presentation from acquiring counterexample force without becoming non-mute. The last burden
forbids the only ATS roles that could make a presentation authoritative. Thus every counterexample
either becomes non-null, fails same-type comparability, changes domain, or becomes inert AMetric

presentation.

32 Appendix: Comparison with Transcendental Arguments

This result is adjacent to transcendental arguments only in the limited sense that it identifies
conditions without which the target practice cannot be evaluated. It is not a Kantian, linguistic,
psychological, pragmatic, or performative-contradiction argument. It does not rely on the fact that
a speaker must use a concept while denying it, and it does not infer structure from discourse,
cognition, assertion, or communicative practice.

The AASC dependence is stricter and more structural. The target class is same-type fixed-
domain admissibility-bearing evaluability. Within that class, identity fixation, transport consis-
tency, quotient preservation, standing classification, and repair exclusion are not conditions of say-
ing something; they are the role conditions required for a candidate to be evaluated as the same

admissibility-relevant candidate across continuation and redescription.

Proposition 32.1 (Non-transcendental closure form). N1-Nj do not prove that a subject cannot
coherently deny vacuity. They prove that a same-type fized-domain candidate cannot have the role
profile required for admissible evaluability while also having total AASC wvacuity as its standing-

bearing content.

Proof. A performative contradiction depends on the relation between a denial and the act of denying.
N1-N4 do not. They depend on the relation between a candidate’s claimed admissibility role and
the governance content required by that role. If the candidate supplies identity, transport, quotient,
standing, gate authority, or repair discipline, it is not total AASC vacuity. If it supplies none, it
is AMetric or inert and has no same-type counterexample force. The contradiction is therefore

role-theoretic and closure-theoretic, not performative. O
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33 Audit Notes for Future Extension

This manuscript intentionally stops at fixed-domain non-collapse. A stronger positive ontology
would require an additional theorem showing that an admissibility-bearing domain is in force in the
relevant unrestricted sense. The present result does not assume that theorem. It establishes the
necessary base: whenever admissibility-bearing evaluability is in force or admissibility-relevantly
classified, the admissible closure state is not total AASC vacuity. Completely mute nullity is not a
hidden exception; it is AMetric pre-admissibility with no same-type counterexample role.

Future positive work should not restate N1-N4. It should begin after the null regime, including
its mute AMetric variant, is unavailable and then ask which non-null admissibility-bearing structures

are forced by unrestricted evaluability.
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