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Abstract

This paper establishes a continuation-locus induction theorem within AASC, following the
prior fixed-domain results on null-regime closure and constraint-bundle forcing. The null-regime
theorem showed that total AASC vacuity cannot function as an admissible closure state. The
constraint-bundle theorem then showed that non-degenerate admissibility-bearing continuation
induces non-vacuous governance architecture, unique up to lawful redescription and governance
equivalence. The present analysis asks what is forced when that governance is not merely
classificatory but continuation-bearing.

The answer is first continuation-locus forcing, not immediate object forcing. A non-degenerate
same-domain continuation regime must preserve some admissibility-relevant identity locus across
lawful passage. A pure trace succession, transition label, empty-state evolution, or formal process
record is insufficient unless it preserves such a locus. The forced locus is not a substance, object,
or ontic bearer. It is the minimal invariant continuation-preserving admissibility locus induced
by standing-relevant same-domain continuation.

The capstone theorem proves continuation-locus induction: every witnessing non-degenerate
continuation role induces a unique locus-equivalence class up to lawful same-domain admissibility-
preserving redescription. In canonical shorthand,

NonDegCont(D) → [LD]≡Loc .

Equivalently, the continuation-locus quotient is non-empty for any such witnessing role. Occupant
status is then a derived interpretation: when the forced locus is retained on the positive side of
admissibility-bearing governance, it becomes an admitted standing-bearing quotient persistence
role. Thus the paper supplies the stable bridge from governance to occupants without smuggling
in concrete ontology, canonical representatives, semantic denotata, or hidden substance realism.

Canonical one-line theorem. Any non-degenerate continuation-bearing governance regime
induces a continuation-locus equivalence class, unique up to lawful same-domain admissibility-
preserving redescription:

NonDegCont(D) → [LD]≡Loc .

The existential non-emptiness form follows from this induction; occupant forcing is the positive-side
corollary, not the primitive starting point.
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1 Scope and Target Discipline

This paper depends on two prior fixed-domain results. The null-regime theorem closes the admissible-
null endpoint. The constraint-bundle theorem proves that non-degenerate fixed-domain continuation
induces non-vacuous governance architecture. It does not replace either result. It addresses the
subsequent structural question:

If governance is continuation-bearing rather than merely classificatory, what must be
preserved?

The target is not unrestricted existence. It is continuation-locus forcing inside fixed-domain
admissibility-bearing governance. The theorem proves that once a governed regime treats a passage
as preserving same-domain continuation for later reuse, commitment, construction, exclusion, or
counterexample burden, it must preserve an identity locus. A continuation locus is not a substance,
object, entity, semantic denotatum, intentional target, or metaphysical bearer; it is the minimally
preserved admissibility-relevant continuation structure induced by same-domain standing-preserving
continuation. That locus can receive an occupant interpretation only when it is retained on the
positive side of admissibility-bearing standing.

1.1 Licensed readings

The following readings are licensed:

(a) a fixed-domain continuation-locus forcing theorem under AASC;

(b) a theorem about minimal identity loci required by same-domain continuation;

(c) a quotient-level persistence theorem, not a representative-selection theorem;

(d) a dependency-preserving result after null closure and governance forcing;

(e) a proof that continuation-bearing governance cannot remain locus-empty;

(f) a derivation of occupant status from retained positive-side continuation loci; and

(g) a fixed-domain bridge from governance-existence to occupant-interpretation without concrete
instantiation.
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1.2 Forbidden readings

The following readings are not licensed:

(a) a proof that spacetime, fields, particles, observers, minds, or a universe exist;

(b) a proof that every governance regime admits an occupant;

(c) a proof that a pure all-rejecting classifier is impossible;

(d) a proof that the forced locus has a canonical skin-level representative;

(e) a proof that quotient-level locus existence is concrete-existence;

(f) a proof that traces, automata transitions, or process records are invalid as formal objects; or

(g) a proof of unrestricted ontology.

The central distinction is:

∃locL ContLocD(L) ̸= ∃x Concrete(x),

and also:
∃occx OccD(x) ̸= ∃x Concrete(x).

The theorem proves locus-existence only in the indexed AASC sense: an invariant admissibility-
relevant locus of same-domain continuation.

1.3 Why governance forcing does not already imply locus induction

The constraint-bundle theorem proves that non-degenerate continuation induces a governance-
equivalence class of invariant constraint architecture:

NonDeg(D) → [GD]≡Gov .

That result is compatible with a pure all-rejecting classifier. A regime can have a gate, domain
identity, predicate identity, quotient discipline, redescription stability, and fail-closed rejection while
admitting no candidate for continuation. The present theorem therefore adds a stronger antecedent:

NonDegCont(D),

meaning that the governance regime is not merely classificatory, but continuation-bearing. The
stable theorem is the induced quotient-class form:

NonDegCont(D) → [LD]≡Loc ,

with the non-empty quotient form as its immediate consequence. The occupant theorem is then
obtained when the forced locus is retained on the positive side.

2 Prior Results and Dependency Structure

The dependency chain has three stages:

null closure ⇒ governance forcing ⇒ continuation-locus forcing.
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2.1 Null-regime closure

The null-regime theorem established:

¬∃N
(
AdmD(N) = 1 ∧ C(N) = Vac

)
.

It also closed same-type routes by which vacuity could be offered as admissible: empty extension,
external denial, lower generator, mute-nullity shield, skin-only authority, scope exemption, third
status, and same-act repair.
This result prevents locus-emptiness from being treated as total AASC vacuity. Empty locus-space
may be a governed classification. It is not automatically nullity. Conversely, if locus-emptiness is used
to govern continuation, it incurs the same fixed-domain obligations as any other admissibility-relevant
classification.

2.2 Constraint-bundle governance forcing

The constraint-bundle theorem established:

NonDeg(D) → CB(GD) ̸= Vac

and the capstone form:
NonDeg(D) → [GD]≡Gov .

The governance bundle is a typed role-indexed constraint family, not a concrete object or external
law. It includes gate, standing, identity, transport, quotient, redescription, boundary, and fail-closed
roles.
The present theorem imports governance forcing, but it does not infer occupants from governance
alone. The added premise is continuation-bearing use. The transition is:

[GD]≡Gov + load-bearing continuation ⇒ continuation locus,

and then, under positive-side standing retention,

continuation locus + positive-side retention ⇒ occupant quotient.

3 Binding AASC Support Results

The following inherited results are used locally.

Source result Role in this manuscript

Null-regime closure Blocks treating locus-emptiness or occupant-emptiness as admissible
vacuity, lower generation, mute-nullity shield, skin-only authority, or
repair.

Constraint-bundle forc-
ing

Supplies the governance-equivalence class induced by non-degenerate
fixed-domain continuation.
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Minimal construction
kernel

Distinguishes raw traces from governed construction; supplies target
fixation, eligible stephood, reuse, and act-time non-repairability.

Standing-admissibility
identity

Converts retained positive-side standing into reuse-stable admissibility
and blocks admitted-but-nonstanding persistence roles.

Bivalence Removes third statuses such as locus-but-neither-admitted-nor-
rejected, occupant-but-not-standing, or continuation-but-no-locus.

AMetric boundary Blocks pre-boundary self-selection, canonical representatives, post-
hoc selectors, and backward transport of interior structure.

ATS decomposition Ensures that locus-bearing occupant authority is anchor or tensor
content; skin-only presentation is not an occupant.

Boundary-trace fixation Clarifies when a unique role occupant can be fixed by a declared
stable trace, and when no same-domain selector exists.

Fixed-domain exhaus-
tion

Provides the route-exhaustion template for locus-empty and occupant-
empty continuation attempts.

Standing localization Supplies a parallel minimal-persistence pattern: once standing-
positive loci exist under a well-founded resolved order, minimal loci
follow by descent.

Standard Model classifi-
cation

Supplies the quotient-level occupant pattern: equivalence through
standing quotient, no representative privilege, no selector import,
and no skin-level uniqueness.

Gödel architecture ex-
clusion

Supplies the trace/classifier distinction used here: bare formal trace
classification is not constructional governance unless it preserves
standing-bearing continuation.

No physical, biological, empirical, anthropic, probabilistic, or cosmological premise enters the proof.

4 Definitions and Target-Class Fixation

Definition 4.1 (Fixed domain). A fixed domain D is a comparison setting in which target identity,
admissibility classification, standing-bearing continuation, transport, quotient identity, and lawful
redescription are evaluated against the same invariant bundle. A proposal that changes that bundle
changes the domain or scope.

Definition 4.2 (Governance bundle). A governance bundle on D is the typed role-indexed constraint
family

GD = ⟨AdmD, StandD, IdD, TrD, QuotD, RedescD, BoundD, FailD⟩.

It is representational notation for invariant-preserving constraints, not an ontic inventory and not
an external law. The bundle is considered only up to governance equivalence ≡Gov.

Definition 4.3 (Continuation claim). A continuation claim is a transition, update, or act c
offered as preserving same-domain identity for later reuse, commitment, construction, exclusion, or
counterexample burden. We write

ContClaimD(c).

This does not assert that an object or occupant is already present. It asserts only that the regime
asks c to do continuation work rather than merely trace-ordering work.
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Definition 4.4 (Trace and trace-only succession). A trace is an ordered mark, record, state label,
timestamp, transition inscription, or formal process step. A trace-only succession is a succession of
such marks without an admissibility-bearing identity locus preserved through the succession:

TraceOnlyD(c) iff TraceD(c) ∧ ¬∃L PersistD(c, L).

Trace-only succession may be a legitimate formal presentation, but it is not standing-preserving
same-domain continuation.

Definition 4.5 (Continuation locus). A continuation locus LD is the minimally preserved
admissibility-bearing identity locus under lawful same-domain continuation. It is not an object,
substance, entity, semantic denotatum, intentional target, or hidden bearer. It is the invariant
structure by which a regime distinguishes continuation of the same target from replacement, drift,
relabeling, rejected trace, or scope change. We write:

ContLocD(L) iff PersistD(c, L) for some load-bearing same-domain c.

Definition 4.6 (Continuation carrier). A continuation carrier is a continuation locus considered as
carrying standing-relevant identity through a specific lawful passage. Thus

CarrierD(L, c)

means that L, not a concrete thing beneath L, is the persistence-bearing continuation locus for c.
Carrier-talk is shorthand for locus-preservation, not substance-possession.

Definition 4.7 (Locus equivalence). Two continuation loci L and L′ are locus-equivalent, written

L ≡Loc L′,

iff they preserve identical admissibility-bearing continuation structure under lawful same-domain
redescription. Equivalently, they agree on continuation eligibility, admissibility-bearing persistence,
transport behavior, quotient behavior, standing-bearing reuse, and fail-closed continuation structure
on the evaluated fragment. Invariant equivalence is always understood modulo lawful same-domain
admissibility-preserving redescription. The notation [L]≡Loc denotes the quotient class determined
by this relation.

Definition 4.8 (Locus quotient). A locus quotient [L]≡Loc is an equivalence class of lawful redescrip-
tions that preserve the same admissibility-bearing continuation locus in the sense of ≡Loc. The
forced quotient is not a substance, object, semantic denotatum, or ontic bearer. It is the minimal
invariant continuation-preserving admissibility locus induced by same-domain standing-relevant
continuation.

Definition 4.9 (Admissible occupant interpretation). An admissible occupant is a same-domain
standing-preserving carrier of lawful continuation on the positive side of the gate. We define:

OccD(L) iff ContLocD(L) ∧ AdmD(L) = 1 ∧ StandD(L) = 1
∧ IdD(L) = 1 ∧ TrD(L) = 1 ∧ QuotD(L) = 1.

This definition records positive-side collapse. It does not add an independent bearer below admissi-
bility.
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Definition 4.10 (Occupant quotient). A quotient occupant is a locus quotient [L]≡Loc whose
representatives have the same positive-side admissibility-bearing standing status under lawful
redescription and transport. We write

OccD([L]≡Loc).

The occupant forced under positive-side retention is quotient-level rather than skin-level.

Definition 4.11 (Pure rejecting classifier). A pure rejecting classifier is a governed admissibility
predicate with empty extension and no continuation-bearing admitted use:

PureRejectD iff ∀z ∈ ED AdmD(z) = 0

and no locus is retained as a lawful standing-preserving continuation carrier. Such a classifier may
be governed and non-vacuous, but it is not occupant-bearing.

Definition 4.12 (Non-degenerate continuation-bearing governance). NonDegCont(D) holds iff
D has a governance-equivalence class [GD]≡Gov and at least one load-bearing same-domain con-
tinuation claim treated as preserving admissibility-relevant identity for later reuse, commitment,
construction, exclusion, or counterexample burden rather than merely recording a rejected trace or
inert presentation. Formally, it abbreviates:

∃c
(
ContClaimD(c) ∧ SameDomainD(c) ∧ GovD(GD, c) ∧ ¬ TraceOnlyD(c) ∧ ¬ BookD(c)

)
.

This antecedent does not assert occupant status. It asserts continuation-bearing use under gover-
nance.

Definition 4.13 (Standing-retained continuation). StandCont(D) holds iff NonDegCont(D) and
some forced locus is retained on the positive side of standing-bearing admissibility:

StandCont(D) iff NonDegCont(D) ∧ ∃L
(
ContLocD(L) ∧ RetainD(L) ∧ StandD(L) = 1

)
.

This is the additional condition required for occupant interpretation.

4.1 Continuation loci as invariant persistence structures

Continuation loci are invariant persistence structures rather than semantic denotata. They are not
substances, objects, entities, intentional targets, representational objects, or meanings assigned to
inscriptions. A locus is fixed only by the preservation behavior required for lawful same-domain
admissibility-bearing continuation: persistence, identity, transport, quotient stability, standing-
bearing reuse, and fail-closed treatment. A semantic theory may use reference-like language
for its own purposes, but this theorem does not rely on semantic denotation. It relies only on
continuation-preserving role structure.

5 Empty Extension, Empty Governance, Empty Locus-Space, and
Empty Occupant-Space

Four notions must remain separated.
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Notion Meaning

Empty extension ∀z ∈ ED AdmD(z) = 0. No evaluated candidate is admitted.
Empty governance No admissibility-bearing gate, identity, transport, quotient, re-

description, boundary, or fail-closed role is in force.
Empty locus-space No invariant continuation locus is preserved: ∀L ¬ ContLocD(L).
Empty occupant-space No admitted standing-bearing locus occupies the positive con-

tinuation role: ∀L ¬ OccD(L).

Null-regime closure blocks empty governance as admissible closure. Constraint-bundle forcing
establishes governance under non-degenerate evaluability. The present theorem targets the third
and fourth cases: can governance be continuation-bearing while no locus is preserved, and when
does such a locus become an occupant?

Proposition 5.1 (Governance alone does not force occupants).

GovD(GD) ⇏ ∃[L]≡Loc OccD([L]≡Loc).

Proof. An all-rejecting predicate can be non-vacuously governed: it fixes the domain, predicate
identity, rejection status, extension/non-extension distinction, redescription behavior, and fail-
closed treatment of standing failure. But if it is merely classificatory and does not support any
standing-preserving continuation, it has no admitted occupant. Therefore governance alone is
insufficient.

Proposition 5.2 (Governance plus continuation forces locus, not yet occupant).

NonDegCont(D) → ∃L ContLocD(L),

but
NonDegCont(D) ⇏ ∃L OccD(L)

without positive-side standing retention.

Proof. The first implication is proved by the main theorem below. The second limitation follows
because a locus may be identified in a rejected or blocked continuation attempt. Such a locus is
part of the evaluated continuation structure, but it is not an admitted standing occupant unless
retained on the positive side.

Proposition 5.3 (Pure rejecting classifier boundary). A pure rejecting classifier is allowed inside
the framework, but it is outside the target of the occupant-interpretation theorem.

Proof. The target theorem for loci is conditional on NonDegCont(D), not merely on GovD(GD).
Occupant interpretation is conditional on StandCont(D). A pure rejecting classifier may have
non-vacuous governance with empty admissibility extension. It becomes relevant to locus forcing
only if it also treats some transition as lawful same-domain continuation. It becomes relevant to
occupant forcing only if a locus is retained on the positive side.
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6 Trace Insufficiency

A major possible objection says that continuation can be represented by trace succession, automata
transition, process update, rewrite step, or empty-state evolution without a carrier. This section
isolates the answer.

Theorem 6.1 (Trace insufficiency). Pure trace succession without admissibility-bearing identity
preservation does not constitute standing-preserving same-domain continuation:

TraceD(c) ∧ ¬∃L PersistD(c, L) → ¬ ContD(c).

Equivalently,
TraceOnlyD(c) → ¬ ContD(c).

Proof. A trace records order, presentation, state labeling, or formal succession. Standing-preserving
same-domain continuation requires more: it must distinguish preservation of the same admissibility-
relevant target from replacement, relabeling, rejected transition, or scope change. That distinction
is not supplied by trace order alone. If an identity locus is preserved, the transition is no longer
trace-only. If no such locus is preserved, the trace may be a valid record, but it is not continuation
of a same-domain standing-relevant target. Therefore trace-only succession is insufficient for
ContD(c).

Corollary 6.2 (Trace non-sufficiency). Pure transition succession absent admissibility-bearing
persistence criteria does not induce continuation-preserving identity structure:

TraceD(c) ⇏ StandPresD(c),

and therefore does not by itself induce ContLocD(L).

Proof. A trace may record that one state, mark, or inscription follows another. Standing-preserving
persistence requires criteria for sameness through the passage. Those criteria are not contained in
trace succession alone; they are supplied only when a locus is preserved and governed. Hence trace
succession is insufficient for standing-bearing persistence and for locus induction.

Corollary 6.3 (Formal process records are harmless). Automata transitions, abstract rewriting
steps, labeled traces, and empty-state evolutions are not denied as formal objects. They simply do
not satisfy NonDegCont(D) unless they preserve an admissibility-relevant same-domain locus.

Proof. The theorem distinguishes formal trace succession from standing-preserving continuation. A
formal trace may be well-defined in its own framework. It becomes relevant to this theorem only
when it is offered as preserving admissibility-bearing same-domain continuation.

7 Continuation-Locus Forcing Ladder

The main theorem rests on a finite forcing ladder. Each step is removal-sensitive: if the role is
absent and no invariant-equivalent role replaces it, the target phenomenon is not same-domain
continuation.
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Proposition 7.1 (L1: non-trace continuation forces a locus). If ContClaimD(c) is load-bearing,
same-domain, and not trace-only, then some continuation locus is preserved:

ContClaimD(c) ∧ SameDomainD(c) ∧ ¬ TraceOnlyD(c) → ∃L PersistD(c, L).

Proof. By definition, trace-only succession is trace without a preserved locus. If the claim is not
trace-only and still performs same-domain continuation work, there must be a locus by which the
regime distinguishes preservation from mere order, relabeling, or replacement. That locus is L.

Proposition 7.2 (L2: locus preservation forces identity fixation).

PersistD(c, L) → IdD(L) = 1

unless the continuation claim collapses to trace classification, scope change, or inert notation.

Proof. To preserve L, the regime must distinguish the same locus from replacement or drift. That
distinction is identity fixation. Without identity fixation, there is no same locus preserved by c.

Proposition 7.3 (L3: identity through update forces transport).

IdD(L) = 1 ∧ ContClaimD(c) → TrD(c, L) = 1

unless c is not treated as a lawful passage of that locus.

Proof. Identity fixed at one side of a passage does not by itself give continuation. The regime
must specify how the locus passes through the lawful update. That specification is transport. If
no transport is fixed, the alleged continuation is a new trace, failed transition, or cross-domain
replacement.

Proposition 7.4 (L4: transport under redescription forces quotient discipline).

TrD(c, L) = 1 ∧ RedescD → QuotD(L) = 1.

Proof. A transported locus must remain invariant under harmless presentation changes while
preserving standing-relevant differences. Without quotient discipline, skin variation can become
hidden standing load, and real standing differences can be erased. Either failure destroys same-
domain continuation.

Proposition 7.5 (L5: quotient continuation forces gate authority). If transported quotient identity
is used for licensed reuse, commitment, construction, exclusion, or counterexample burden, an
admissibility gate is forced:

QuotD(L) = 1 ∧ ReuseD(L) → GateD .

Proof. Reuse-relevant quotient identity must distinguish licensed from unlicensed continuation. If
no such distinction exists, nothing is admitted, rejected, blocked, or continued as standing-bearing.
If a weaker criterion changes licensed use, it is gate authority under another name; if it changes no
licensed use, it is bookkeeping.
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Proposition 7.6 (L6: gate-governed retained continuation forces positive-side collapse). On the
positive side of a fixed-domain continuation locus,

AdmD(L) = 1 ⇐⇒ StandD(L) = 1 ⇐⇒ IdD(L) = 1 ⇐⇒ TrD(L) = 1 ⇐⇒ QuotD(L) = 1.

Proof. If a locus is admitted but not standing-preserving, admission fails to license the continuation
it is supposed to license. If it is standing but lacks identity, there is no same locus. If it has
identity but lacks transport, it cannot be carried through update. If it transports but lacks quotient
discipline, redescription can change standing load. Conversely, a locus with all these fixed-domain
statuses has the positive-side role profile of an admitted standing-bearing continuation carrier.

Proposition 7.7 (L7: standing failure is fail-closed). If a locus attempt fails standing in the same
evaluated act, no same-act post-processing can repair it into an occupant:

StandD(L) = 0 → ¬ Repairsame
D (L).

Proof. If post-processing supplies new gate, identity, transport, quotient, anchor, tensor, or boundary-
trace structure, it is non-null fresh evaluation or scope reset. If it supplies none, standing remains
absent. Treating later enrichment as the same admitted act is forbidden same-act repair.

Theorem 7.8 (Closure of the continuation-locus forcing ladder). The ladder L1–L7 is exhaustive
for non-degenerate continuation-bearing governance. Any same-domain realization preserving the
target must preserve locus, identity, transport, quotient, gate, positive-side collapse, and fail-closed
treatment. A purported weaker same-domain architecture either drops continuation, changes scope,
collapses to trace or bookkeeping, or reintroduces invariant-equivalent roles.

Proof. A non-trace continuation claim must preserve a locus, so L1 applies. Preserving a locus
requires identity, so L2 applies. Identity through update requires transport, so L3 applies. Transport
under redescription requires quotient discipline, so L4 applies. Quotient-bearing reuse requires
a gate, so L5 applies. Gate-governed retained continuation places the locus on the positive side
exactly when standing, identity, transport, quotient, and admissibility collapse, so L6 applies.
Failed standing cannot be retrospectively repaired as the same act, so L7 applies. No further
same-domain route remains: removing any listed role removes the target phenomenon or replaces it
by an invariant-equivalent role.

8 Main Continuation-Locus Forcing Theorem

Theorem 8.1 (C1: Continuation-locus induction). Every non-degenerate continuation-bearing
governance regime induces a continuation-locus equivalence class for each witnessing load-bearing
continuation role. In canonical shorthand:

NonDegCont(D) → [LD]≡Loc .

Equivalently, for any witnessing continuation claim c, there is a quotient class [Lc]≡Loc such that

ContClaimD(c) ∧ SameDomainD(c) ∧ ¬ TraceOnlyD(c) → ∃[Lc]≡Loc ContLocD([Lc]≡Loc).

The induced class is unique up to locus equivalence ≡Loc, not unique as a skin-level representative
and not necessarily unique as the only locus in the whole domain.
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Proof. Assume NonDegCont(D). By definition, there is a load-bearing same-domain continuation
claim ContClaimD(c), governed by GD, that is neither trace-only nor bookkeeping. By L1, some locus
Lc is preserved by c. By the definition of continuation locus, ContLocD(Lc). If the presentation
of Lc changes by lawful same-domain redescription, quotient discipline identifies the invariant-
equivalent presentations. By the definition of locus equivalence, any locus presentation preserving
the same continuation eligibility, persistence, transport, quotient behavior, standing-bearing reuse,
and fail-closed structure belongs to the same class [Lc]≡Loc . Any non-equivalent presentation either
changes one of those behaviors, and hence is a different continuation role or added governance load,
or fails same-domain preservation. Therefore each witnessing continuation role induces a unique
locus-equivalence class [Lc]≡Loc . In shorthand, NonDegCont(D) → [LD]≡Loc .

Corollary 8.2 (No locus-empty continuation). There is no same-domain non-degenerate
continuation-bearing governance regime with empty continuation-locus space:

¬
(
NonDegCont(D) ∧ ∀L ¬ ContLocD(L)

)
.

Proof. Immediate from C1.

9 Standing-Bearing Persistence Theorem

The previous section forces loci. It does not yet force occupants. Occupant status arises only when
a locus is retained as standing-positive under admissibility-bearing governance.

Theorem 9.1 (Standing-bearing locus theorem). If a continuation locus is retained as standing-
preserving under same-domain governance, then it has identity, transport, and quotient structure:

ContLocD(L) ∧ StandPresD(L) ∧ SameDomainD(L) → IdD(L) = 1 ∧ TrD(L) = 1 ∧ QuotD(L) = 1.

Proof. Standing-preserving continuation of a locus requires that the same locus persist; this gives
identity. It requires lawful passage through the relevant update; this gives transport. It requires
stability under admissible redescription and presentation variation; this gives quotient discipline.
If any of these is absent, the alleged standing preservation collapses into trace, rejected attempt,
scope change, or fresh evaluation.

Proposition 9.2 (Governed loci induce persistence status). A continuation locus governed in a
standing-retained regime induces admissibility-bearing persistence status before it receives occupant
interpretation:

ContLocD(L) ∧ GovD(GD, L) ∧ StandCont(D) → PersistenceStatusD(L).

Proof. By StandCont(D), the regime does not merely classify or record a trace; it retains a locus as
standing-preserving under fixed-domain governance. Governance supplies gate, standing, identity,
transport, quotient, redescription, boundary, and fail-closed roles. The retained locus therefore
functions as the admissibility-bearing persistence role of the continuation: it is the locus whose
persistence is eligible for standing-bearing reuse. This is persistence status, not yet occupant
status, because occupant interpretation additionally requires positive-side admission and standing
collapse.
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Theorem 9.3 (Positive-side occupant interpretation). If a forced continuation locus is retained on
the positive side of admissibility-bearing governance, then its quotient is an occupant:

ContLocD(L) ∧ RetainD(L) ∧ AdmD(L) = 1 ∧ StandD(L) = 1 → OccD([L]≡Loc).

Proof. By the standing-bearing locus theorem, a standing-preserving retained locus has identity,
transport, and quotient structure. By the governed-loci proposition, such a retained locus has
admissibility-bearing persistence status in the governed regime. Since it is admitted and standing
on the positive side, L6 gives the collapse of admissibility, standing, identity, transport, and quotient
statuses. Persistence status plus positive-side collapse is precisely the occupant interpretation.
Quotient discipline fixes [L]≡Loc , not a skin-level representative. Therefore OccD([L]≡Loc).

Corollary 9.4 (Occupant forcing under standing-retained continuation). If D supports non-
degenerate continuation-bearing governance and some forced locus is retained on the positive side,
then occupant-space is non-empty:

StandCont(D) → ∃[L]≡Loc OccD([L]≡Loc).

Proof. By StandCont(D), there is a forced continuation locus retained with standing. The positive-
side occupant interpretation theorem applies.

Corollary 9.5 (Empty extension and standing-retained continuation incompatibility). For standing-
retained same-domain continuation,

StandCont(D) → ¬
(
∀z ∈ ED AdmD(z) = 0

)
.

Proof. By the previous corollary, some locus quotient is an admitted occupant. Therefore the
admissibility extension cannot be empty. This does not contradict the admissibility of pure all-
rejecting classifiers, because such classifiers do not satisfy StandCont(D).

10 Minimal Continuation Locus

The main theorem forces non-emptiness of the continuation-locus quotient. A stronger minimal-
locus result requires an additional well-foundedness condition. This matches resolved minimal-locus
results elsewhere in AASC: minimality follows when a positive locus family is nonempty and descent
terminates.

Definition 10.1 (Resolved locus preorder). A resolved locus preorder ⪯D on locus quotients is a
same-domain order of standing-relevant inclusion or role-subsumption. It is admissible only if it is
preserved under lawful redescription and quotient identity.

Definition 10.2 (Well-founded resolved locus domain). A resolved locus domain is well-founded iff
every nonempty family of continuation-locus quotients has a ⪯D-minimal element, or equivalently
iff no infinite strictly descending chain of standing-relevant proper subloci is available in the fixed
domain.

Theorem 10.3 (C2: Minimal continuation locus). If NonDegCont(D) and the resolved locus
preorder on D is well-founded, then there exists a minimal continuation-locus quotient:

NonDegCont(D) ∧ WF(⪯D) → ∃[m]≡Loc

(
ContLocD([m]≡Loc) ∧ Min⪯D ([m]≡Loc)

)
.
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Proof. By C1, the family of continuation-locus quotients is nonempty. By well-foundedness of
⪯D, every nonempty family has a minimal element. Therefore the locus family has a ⪯D-minimal
element [m]≡Loc . Since the order is quotient-respecting, minimality is not a skin-level representative
choice; it is a standing-relevant quotient fact.

Corollary 10.4 (Minimal occupant quotient under standing retention). If StandCont(D) and the
resolved occupant preorder is well-founded, then there exists a minimal occupant quotient:

StandCont(D) ∧ WF(⪯D) → ∃[m]≡Loc

(
OccD([m]≡Loc) ∧ Min⪯D ([m]≡Loc)

)
.

Proof. By occupant forcing under standing-retained continuation, the occupant quotient family
is nonempty. Well-foundedness supplies a minimal element. Quotient-respecting order prevents a
canonical representative reading.

11 No Canonical Locus Selection

The locus theorem forces quotient-level invariance, not representative selection.

Theorem 11.1 (No canonical locus selection). The existence of a continuation-locus quotient does
not imply a unique canonical representative:

∃[L]≡Loc ContLocD([L]≡Loc) ⇏ ∃!canL.

Moreover, no admissibility-bearing selector determines a privileged representative absent additional
non-null governance. Any privileged representative selection requires additional admissibility-bearing
selector structure and therefore introduces non-minimal governance load beyond the continuation-locus
theorem.

Proof. The forced item is the quotient-level invariant locus. A canonical representative would
require additional selector structure. At the AMetric boundary, labels, metrics, rankings, typicality,
salience, coordinates, temporal priority, and post-hoc success have no authority unless declared as
admissible invariants in the fixed domain. If a representative selector is declared and invariant, it
is no longer free selection but part of the governance bundle, adding governance load beyond the
minimal continuation-locus theorem. If it is undeclared, it is selector injection. If it is added after a
failed or ambiguous selection, it is repair or scope reset. Therefore continuation-locus induction
remains quotient-level.

Corollary 11.2 (No hidden quotient realism).

∃[L]≡Loc ContLocD([L]≡Loc)

does not introduce a substance, object, or ontic bearer. It introduces only an invariant-equivalence
class of admissibility-bearing continuation loci.

Proof. By definition, [L]≡Loc is fixed only by lawful same-domain redescription and preservation
behavior. No representative, substance, or concrete bearer is selected by the theorem.
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12 Finite Witness Model

The finite witness demonstrates the minimal forcing pattern in the smallest non-degenerate
continuation-bearing regime. The general theorem lifts this pattern from finite witness struc-
ture to arbitrary fixed-domain admissibility-bearing continuation regimes.

Definition 12.1 (Two-mark continuation model). Let

M = {a, b}

with one update u, transport τu, quotient relation ∼, admissibility gate Adm, and one transition
record

ta : a0 ⇝ a1.

The intended use is to treat a1 as standing-relevant continuation of a0 for one later reuse.

Proposition 12.2 (Finite locus forcing). If the two-mark model supports non-trace same-domain
continuation of a, then a locus quotient is forced:

ContM (a0 ⇝ a1) → ∃[La]≡Loc ContLocM ([La]≡Loc).

Proof. If the transition is not trace-only, the model must distinguish continuation of a from
replacement by b, relabeling, or inert succession. That distinction is a preserved locus La. Quotienting
by ∼ fixes the locus class under harmless presentation variation. Hence [La]≡Loc is forced.

Proposition 12.3 (Finite collapse cases). In the two-mark model, each removal destroys
continuation-preserving evaluability rather than preserving a weaker locus-free continuation.

Proof. The collapse cases are separate.

(i) Remove locus. The transition becomes empty trace succession: a0 ⇝ a1 is a record but no
same target is preserved.

(ii) Remove identity. If a0 and a1 are not fixed as the same target, then a0 ̸= a1 for continuation
purposes; no same-domain continuation occurs.

(iii) Remove transport. Even with source identity, no lawful passage carries the locus through u.

(iv) Remove quotient. Presentation drift becomes hidden load, or standing-relevant differences
are erased.

(v) Remove admissibility. Reuse loses licensed standing-bearing eligibility. A transition can
remain a trace, but not an admitted standing continuation.

(vi) Remove standing-preserving eligibility. The record may still show succession, but the
passage reduces to unlicensed succession rather than standing-bearing continuation.

(vii) Remove fail-closed treatment. A failed or rejected occurrence can be silently repaired as
the same act, destroying fixed-domain standing discipline.

Thus the finite witness supports locus forcing. If the locus is admitted and standing, it also supports
occupant interpretation.
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The finite witness therefore exhibits the minimal continuation-preserving forcing pattern whose
invariant structure is generalized by the full theorem. The collapse cases jointly demonstrate that
admissibility-bearing continuation is not reducible to bare trace succession, inert transition structure,
or presentation persistence alone.

13 ATS Placement of Loci and Occupants

Definition 13.1 (Locus-bearing invariant load). Locus-bearing invariant load is admissibility-
relevant structure preserved under lawful same-domain continuation and quotient-respecting re-
description, sufficient to keep a locus fixed across the continuation claim.

Theorem 13.2 (No skin-only continuation locus). A continuation locus cannot be skin-only:

ContLocD(L) → ¬ SkinOnlyD(L).

Proof. Skin changes presentation without gate authority or invariant standing load. A continuation
locus is the invariant preserved content by which same-domain continuation is distinguished from
trace succession, relabeling, or replacement. Therefore it cannot be skin-only.

Theorem 13.3 (Locus load is anchor or tensor). If L is a continuation locus, then the load-bearing
content by which L is preserved is anchor or tensor content:

ContLocD(L) → AnchorD(L) ∨ TensorD(L)

relative to the role by which L preserves same-domain continuation.

Proof. ATS exhausts admissibility-bearing descriptive roles into anchor, tensor, and skin. The
previous theorem excludes skin-only locus status. Therefore the load-bearing content by which L
preserves the continuation role must be anchor or tensor content. If no such content exists, L is
presentation only and has no continuation authority.

Corollary 13.4 (No skin-only occupant). If a retained locus is interpreted as an occupant, its
occupant-bearing content is also anchor or tensor content, not skin-only presentation.

14 Locus-Empty and Occupant-Empty Route Exhaustion

Proposed escape Failure mode

Trace succession Records order or marks, but without a preserved locus it is not
same-domain continuation.

Automata or rewrite transi-
tion

Valid formal trace, but relevant here only if it preserves an
admissibility-bearing identity locus.

Empty-state evolution May be a formal process, but unless an invariant locus is
preserved it is not standing-relevant continuation.
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Empty extension Compatible with pure classification, incompatible with
StandCont(D) because positive-side continuation forces an ad-
mitted occupant quotient.

Pure rejecting gate A classifier only; if it retains a standing locus, it is no longer
pure rejecting.

Locusless continuation No locus is carried; the alleged continuation is trace or book-
keeping.

External locus Either re-enters fixed-domain governance or changes the do-
main.

AMetric pre-locus Cannot self-select, identify, transport, or promote itself into
continuation.

Skin-only locus Skin has no gate authority or invariant standing load.
Repair-generated locus Same-act repair is forbidden; enrichment is fresh evaluation or

scope reset.
Locus without admission May be a rejected or blocked locus attempt; not an occupant.
Admitted but non-standing
occupant

Violates standing-admissibility identity on the positive side.

Quotientless locus Redescription changes standing load; same-domain identity is
not preserved.

Canonical representative de-
mand

Requires extra selector structure; locus theorem forces quotient
class only.

Theorem 14.1 (C3: Locus-empty continuation exhaustion). Every same-domain attempt to combine
NonDegCont(D) with empty locus-space falls into one of the failure modes in the exhaustion table.
Hence:

¬
(
NonDegCont(D) ∧ ∀L ¬ ContLocD(L)

)
.

Proof. Assume NonDegCont(D) and no continuation locus. The antecedent supplies a load-bearing
same-domain continuation claim governed by GD. If no locus is preserved, the claim is trace-only,
locusless, or bookkeeping. If the alleged locus is external, it either re-enters governance or changes
domain. If it is pre-boundary, AMetric discipline blocks promotion without non-null selector
structure. If it is skin-only, ATS blocks authority. If it requires post-hoc enrichment, no same-act
repair applies. These cases exhaust the ways an alleged continuation can avoid locus status while
retaining same-domain governance. Therefore locus-empty continuation is impossible.

Theorem 14.2 (C4: Occupant-empty standing-continuation exhaustion). Every same-domain
attempt to combine StandCont(D) with occupant-empty positive-side continuation fails. Hence:

¬
(
StandCont(D) ∧ ∀L ¬ OccD(L)

)
.

Proof. By StandCont(D), some continuation locus is retained on the positive side with standing.
The positive-side occupant interpretation theorem converts that retained locus into an occupant
quotient. Therefore occupant-empty standing-continuation is impossible. The only alternatives are
rejected loci, trace-only sequences, scope changes, AMetric selectors, skin-only presentations, or
repair attempts; none preserves StandCont(D).
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15 No Independent Foundational Carrier

The term “carrier” can mislead. The theorem does not introduce an independent bearer of standing
beneath admissibility. It proves that any locus that actually performs same-domain continuation
work is absorbed into the governed continuation quotient, and any locus retained on the positive
side is absorbed into the admitted occupant quotient.

Theorem 15.1 (No independent carrier beneath standing). No carrier attempt can serve as an
independent same-domain source of standing outside the admissibility gate. Any such attempt is
either rejected, admitted as an occupant quotient, governance-equivalent to the admitted structure, a
scope change, or bookkeeping.

Proof. Let QD be a proposed independent carrier. If QD changes licensed continuation, commitment,
construction, or reuse, it performs gate work and enters admissibility governance. If it agrees with
the gate on all licensed use, it is governance-equivalent or bookkeeping. If it supplies standing to a
failed act without fresh evaluation, it is forbidden repair or transfer. If it relies on structure outside
the fixed domain, it is scope change. Thus no independent same-domain carrier survives beneath
standing.

16 Relationship to Prior Closure and Governance Results

The three dependency stages have distinct theorem identities.

Dependency stage Theorem role

Null Regime Total AASC vacuity cannot be the admissible closure state.
Constraint-Bundle Forcing Non-degenerate continuation induces non-vacuous governance

architecture unique up to governance equivalence.
Continuation-Locus Induc-
tion

Continuation-bearing governance induces a unique
continuation-locus equivalence class for each witnessing role;
positive-side retention yields occupant quotients.

The resulting dependency sequence is:

admissible vacuity impossible ⇒ governance induced
⇒ continuation locus induced ⇒ occupant interpretation when retained.

A further theorem would be required to connect retained occupant quotients to concrete instantiation.
The present paper does not make that bridge.

17 Objection Matrix

Objection Reply
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This proves concrete existence. No. It proves quotient-level locus existence in-
side fixed-domain continuation: ∃locL ContLocD(L), not
∃x Concrete(x). Occupant interpretation also remains non-
concrete.

Governance alone might have
empty extension.

Correct. Pure rejecting classifiers are allowed. The locus
theorem requires NonDegCont(D), not governance alone; oc-
cupant interpretation requires StandCont(D).

The occupant is built into the
antecedent.

No. The operative antecedent contains continuation-bearing
governance, not occupant status. Loci are derived; occupant
status is a positive-side corollary.

A trace can continue without
an occupant.

A trace can be ordered or recorded, but without a preserved
identity locus it is not same-domain standing-relevant contin-
uation.

Automata or rewrite systems
have transitions without ob-
jects.

They may. The theorem applies only when such transitions
are used as admissibility-bearing same-domain continuation.
Then a locus is forced.

The quotient class is hidden on-
tology.

No. It is a lawful-redescription equivalence class of preserva-
tion behavior, not a substance, object, semantic denotatum,
or bearer.

The locus is semantic reference
in disguise.

No. Loci are structural persistence conditions for
admissibility-bearing continuation, not denotata, meanings,
intentional objects, or representational targets.

The locus can be rejected and
still continued.

Then it is not a positive-side standing occupant. It is a
rejected attempt, blocked trace, or fresh evaluation.

The occupant can be skin-only. Skin changes presentation without authority. Occupant-
bearing content must be anchor or tensor.

A later repair can make the lo-
cus admitted.

Later enrichment is fresh evaluation or scope reset. Same-act
repair is excluded.

The theorem privileges a repre-
sentative.

No. It forces a quotient class. Canonical representative
selection requires additional admissible selector structure.

The minimal locus claim is too
strong.

Minimality is conditional on a well-founded resolved locus
preorder. Non-emptiness does not require that extra condi-
tion.

This merely restates gover-
nance forcing.

Governance forcing proves governance non-vacuity. The
present theorem adds continuation-bearing use and derives lo-
cus non-emptiness, with occupant status only under positive-
side retention.

18 Canonical Results

18.1 Canonical continuation-locus theorem

NonDegCont(D) → [LD]≡Loc .

Equivalently, every witnessing load-bearing continuation role induces a non-empty continuation-locus
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quotient, unique up to ≡Loc.

18.2 Canonical occupant corollary

StandCont(D) → ∃[L]≡Loc OccD([L]≡Loc).

18.3 Canonical anti-overclaim formulation

The forced locus is a quotient-level invariant of fixed-domain continuation, not a concrete object or
physical instantiation. The occupant is an admitted standing-bearing interpretation of such a locus,
not an ontological substance.

18.4 Canonical empty-extension boundary

GovD(GD) ⇏ OccD ̸= ∅,

but
StandCont(D) → OccD ̸= ∅.

18.5 Canonical minimality formulation

NonDegCont(D) ∧ WF(⪯D) → ∃[m]≡Loc Min⪯D ([m]≡Loc).

18.6 Canonical no-representative formulation

∃[L]≡Loc ContLocD([L]≡Loc) ⇏ ∃!canL.

19 Short Proof Form

1. Null-regime closure excludes admissible vacuity.

2. Constraint-bundle forcing proves that non-degenerate fixed-domain continuation induces gover-
nance architecture.

3. Governance alone does not force occupants; pure rejecting classifiers remain possible.

4. The present theorem adds the continuation-bearing condition NonDegCont(D).

5. A trace-only succession records order but does not preserve same-domain standing identity.

6. A non-trace same-domain continuation claim must preserve some locus.

7. A preserved locus requires identity fixation.

8. Identity through update requires transport.

9. Transport under lawful redescription requires quotient discipline.

10. Quotient-bearing reuse requires an admissibility gate.
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11. Positive-side retained continuation collapses admissibility, standing, identity, transport, and
quotient status.

12. Standing failure is fail-closed and cannot be repaired as the same act.

13. Therefore each witnessing continuation role induces a unique continuation-locus equivalence
class: NonDegCont(D) → [LD]≡Loc .

14. If the locus is retained on the positive side, then StandCont(D) → ∃[L]≡Loc OccD([L]≡Loc).

15. Quotient discipline forces locus and occupant classes rather than canonical representatives.

16. Under a well-founded resolved locus preorder, a minimal locus quotient exists.

17. None of these conclusions implies concrete instantiation.

20 Conclusion

The null-regime theorem closes the admissible-vacuity endpoint. The constraint-bundle theorem
shows that non-degenerate fixed-domain continuation induces non-vacuous invariant governance
architecture, unique up to governance equivalence. The present theorem establishes the next
fixed-domain step: continuation-bearing governance cannot remain locus-empty.
The key distinction is between trace and continuation. A governed all-rejecting predicate may have
empty extension and no occupant. A trace sequence may record ordered process without an admitted
persistence locus. But once a same-domain regime treats a passage as preserving admissibility-
relevant identity into later reuse, commitment, construction, exclusion, or counterexample burden,
a continuation locus is forced. Under governance, that locus must preserve identity, transport,
quotient behavior, gate status, and fail-closed treatment. If the locus is retained on the positive
side, it receives the occupant interpretation.
The final capstone result is therefore the induced equivalence-class form:

NonDegCont(D) → [LD]≡Loc .

Non-degenerate admissibility-bearing continuation therefore induces a unique continuation-locus
equivalence class under lawful same-domain admissibility-preserving redescription. Equivalently,
each witnessing load-bearing continuation role has a non-empty continuation-locus quotient, unique
up to lawful same-domain admissibility-preserving redescription. The positive-side corollary is:

StandCont(D) → ∃[L]≡Loc OccD([L]≡Loc).

This is a continuation-locus forcing theorem with an occupant corollary, not a concrete-instantiation
theorem. A distinct bridge from admitted occupant quotients to concrete ontology would require a
separate result. Nothing in the present paper assumes that bridge.
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