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Abstract

This article establishes a fixed-domain realization theorem for standing-bearing continuation
under AASC. Established closure results exclude the null admissible regime, force non-vacuous
governance from non-degenerate continuation, induce continuation-locus equivalence classes, and
fix role-anchor equivalence classes under admissible boundary trace. The theorem addresses the
following question: once role-anchor fixation is in force, can the fixed role-anchor remain inert,
trace-only, abstract-only, repairable, or skin-level while still participating in standing-bearing
continuation?

The answer is no. Realization is not mere admissibility, classification, or structural description.
It is standing-bearing continuation with admissibility-relevant consequences preserved under
lawful same-domain continuation, irreversibility, and fail-closed trajectory participation. A fixed
role-anchor in a non-degenerate admissibility-bearing continuation regime must participate in
lawful persistence; irreversibility converts participation into consequence-retaining persistence;
trace-only trajectories do not preserve standing-bearing continuation; the AMetric boundary
blocks default realization; and anchor–tensor–skin decomposition prevents persistence from being
merely representational skin. The induced structure is a persistence-regime equivalence class,
not a concrete object, physical embodiment, material system, empirical spacetime, observer,
biological carrier, or world.

The main theorem packages the target as irreversible standing-bearing continuation:

IrrevStandCont(D) → [PD]≡Pers .

Equivalently,
NonDegCont(D) ∧ StandCont(D) ∧ IrrevD → [PD]≡Pers .

The role-anchor form is

IrrevStandCont(D) ∧ [RL]≡Role → [PD]≡Pers .

Equivalently, every non-degenerate irreversible admissibility-bearing continuation regime induces
a unique realized persistence-regime equivalence class under lawful same-domain admissibility-
preserving redescription. The normal form shows that every admissibility-preserving realization
regime factorizes through continuation-locus structure, role-anchor fixation, irreversible trajectory
participation, persistence-bearing consequence retention, and persistence-regime equivalence.
The result is a realization theorem rather than a concrete-ontology or embodiment theorem.

Canonical one-line theorem. Irreversible standing-bearing continuation cannot remain trace-only,
inert, abstract-only, repairable, or skin-level; it induces a realized persistence-regime equivalence
class.
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1 Scope and Target Discipline

This article proves a fixed-domain realization theorem. It does not prove concrete ontology, physical
spacetime, material bodies, observers, biological life, empirical measurement, or a world in the
ordinary metaphysical sense. Its target is narrower and structural: the realized persistence-regime
class induced by non-degenerate irreversible standing-bearing continuation, with role-anchor fixation
supplying the local participation mechanism.
The term realization is used in the AASC sense. It means participation in standing-bearing
continuation with admissibility-relevant consequences under identity, transport, quotient, trajectory,
irreversibility, and fail-closed lineage constraints. It does not mean concrete instantiation. Realization
concerns irreversible standing-bearing continuation structure, not empirical ontology. The term
persistence regime names the minimal realized admissibility-bearing continuation structure through
which role-anchor participation is preserved across lawful same-domain continuation. It does not
name a substance, object, empirical environment, physical universe, embodied system, material
carrier, biological organization, empirical spacetime occupancy, or semantic referent. Fixation
stabilizes role structure; realization stabilizes irreversible standing-bearing participation.

1.1 Licensed readings

The following readings are licensed:
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(a) a fixed-domain realization theorem for irreversible standing-bearing continuation;

(b) a theorem about persistence-regime equivalence, irreversible trajectory participation, conse-
quence retention, and fail-closed standing;

(c) a positive continuation result following null closure, governance induction, continuation-locus
induction, and role-anchor fixation;

(d) a proof that irreversible standing-bearing continuation cannot remain merely admissible,
trace-only, abstract-only, repairable, or skin-level;

(e) a normal-form theorem for admissibility-preserving realization regimes.

1.2 Forbidden readings

The following readings are not licensed:

(a) a proof that concrete physical reality exists;

(b) a proof that spacetime, matter, observers, life, embodied systems, or empirical systems are
instantiated;

(c) a proof that every formal persistence relation is realized;

(d) a proof that every fixed domain has standing-bearing continuation;

(e) a proof that role-anchor fixation selects a concrete representative;

(f) a proof that biological life, physical localization, materiality, or empirical spacetime occupancy
is already forced at this layer.

The result is positioned between fixation and concrete-domain closure. It shows that irreversible
standing-bearing continuation induces realized persistence-regime structure. Concrete-domain
participation requires additional domain-specific premises and is not assumed here.

2 Dependency Chain and Import Discipline

The theorem uses prior AASC results as fixed dependencies rather than hidden existential assump-
tions. The dependency chain is:

null closure ⇒ governance induction ⇒ continuation-locus induction ⇒ role-anchor fixation ⇒ persistence-regime realization.

The following imported results are used only in their fixed-domain structural forms.

D1. Null closure. Total AASC vacuity cannot occupy the admitted side of fixed-domain
admissibility-bearing evaluability.

D2. Governance induction. Non-degenerate admissibility-bearing continuation induces non-
vacuous constraint-bundle governance, unique up to governance equivalence.

D3. Continuation-locus induction. Non-degenerate standing-bearing continuation induces a
continuation-locus equivalence class.

4



D4. Boundary-trace role-anchor fixation. Under internal non-selection and admissible bound-
ary trace, continuation loci receive fixed role-anchor equivalence classes.

D5. Standing–admissibility identity. On the positive side of a fixed domain, admissibility,
standing, identity, transport, quotient consistency, and classificatory legitimacy collapse exten-
sionally.

D6. Trajectory coherence. A coherent trajectory retains standing along its lineage, is prefix-
closed, composition-stable, redescription-invariant, and irrecoverable after standing failure. At
the realization layer, this supplies the consequence-retention profile that distinguishes realized
persistence from trace succession.

D7. Bivalence and fail-closed standing. Evaluated fixed-domain status is admitted or not
admitted, with no third status and no same-act repair from failed standing.

D8. AMetric boundary discipline. No selector, metric, ranking, probability, typicality, pa-
rameter, default representative, or canonical index may carry admissibility-bearing authority
without admitted witness structure.

D9. Anchor–tensor–skin decomposition. Fixed-domain admissibility-bearing content factors
uniquely into anchors, tensors, and skin; skin has no admissibility-bearing authority.

D10. Fixed-domain exhaustion. Same-scope admissibility-bearing variation factors through the
recognized local loci; outside them the alternative is bookkeeping, scope change, AMetric
inertness, or inadmissible import.

None of these dependencies states concrete ontology. Each governs fixed-domain admissibility-bearing
continuation.

3 Definitions and Type Discipline

Definition 3.1 (Standing-bearing continuation). A domain D has standing-bearing continuation,
written StandCont(D), iff some lawful same-domain continuation preserves a standing-bearing
identity locus through admissible transport, quotient-respecting redescription, and fail-closed
standing status.

Definition 3.2 (Non-degenerate continuation). NonDegCont(D) holds iff D supports standing-
bearing continuation that is not reducible to inert trace succession, bookkeeping, AMetric pre-
sentation, or scope change. By inherited locus and fixation results, such a target supplies fixed
role-anchor participation whenever the continuation is admissibility-bearing on the same domain.

Definition 3.3 (Irreversible standing-bearing continuation). IrrevStandCont(D) abbreviates the
operative realization target:

IrrevStandCont(D) :⇐⇒ NonDegCont(D) ∧ StandCont(D) ∧ IrrevD .

The abbreviation packages non-degeneracy, standing-bearing persistence, and irreversibility inside
the fixed-domain role-anchor target class. It adds no concrete, embodied, empirical, or ontological
content.

Definition 3.4 (Role-anchor equivalence class). A role-anchor equivalence class [RL]≡Role is the
fixed admissibility-bearing role position associated with a continuation locus [LD]≡Loc , modulo lawful
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same-domain admissibility-preserving redescription. Role-anchor equivalence preserves admissibility-
bearing continuation, standing behavior, transport behavior, quotient behavior, fixation behavior,
and fail-closed role participation.

Definition 3.5 (Persistence participation). A fixed role-anchor class participates in persistence,
written PersistPartD([RL]≡Role), iff the role-anchor has standing-relevant consequences under lawful
continuation: its identity, transport, quotient behavior, and failure profile affect whether continuation
remains standing-bearing. Participation is not itself realization; it becomes persistence-bearing only
when those consequences are retained under irreversibility and fail-closed lineage.

Definition 3.6 (Persistence-bearing participation). A participation structure is persistence-bearing
iff admissibility-bearing continuation preserves irreversible standing-relevant consequence under
lawful same-domain continuation. Equivalently, PersistBearingD([RL]≡Role) holds iff role-anchor
participation has standing-bearing consequence retention under lawful same-domain continuation,
irreversibility, transport, quotient stability, and fail-closed failure propagation. It is the intermediate
layer between mere participation and persistence-regime realization.

Definition 3.7 (Trajectory structure). A trajectory structure [TD]≡Traj is a lawful same-domain
lineage of continuation states equipped with admissibility-preserving transport, quotient-respecting
redescription, standing retention, consequence retention, and fail-closed treatment of failure. It is
not a mere ordered trace of inscriptions.

Definition 3.8 (Persistence regime). A persistence regime PD is an equivalence-class-forming
admissibility-bearing irreversible continuation-participation structure. It is the minimally realized
structure through which fixed role-anchor participation is preserved across lawful same-domain
continuation by trajectory, transport, quotient, fail-closed standing, and irreversibility constraints.
It includes the persistence profile needed to retain role-anchor participation as consequence-bearing
lineage rather than as mere classification, trace, or representation.

Definition 3.9 (Persistence-regime equivalence). Two persistence regimes PD and P ′
D are equivalent,

written PD ≡Pers P ′
D, iff they preserve the same role-anchor participation, standing-bearing continu-

ation, trajectory behavior, transport behavior, quotient behavior, failure behavior, consequence-
retention profile, and irreversibility profile under lawful same-domain admissibility-preserving
redescription. Persistence-regime equivalence is always understood modulo such redescription.

Definition 3.10 (Persistence-regime realization). RealizeD(P) means that standing-bearing contin-
uation has admissibility-relevant consequences preserved under lawful same-domain continuation,
irreversibility, trajectory participation, transport, quotient stability, and fail-closed standing. Real-
ization is therefore stronger than mere admissibility, classification, naming, structural embedding,
or trajectory availability. It is not concrete instantiation, embodiment, materiality, or empirical
spacetime occupancy.

Definition 3.11 (Trace-only trajectory). A trace-only trajectory is an ordered succession of
states, marks, descriptions, or outputs without standing-retaining lineage structure. Trace-only
succession may record that something follows something else, but it does not by itself preserve
admissibility-bearing persistence.

Definition 3.12 (Abstract-only participation). A role-anchor is abstract-only if it is represented
as participating in continuation while no standing-bearing consequence, trajectory persistence,
fail-closed lineage, transport behavior, or quotient-stable persistence profile is induced.
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4 Realization versus Concrete Instantiation

The theorem uses the word realization because it is stronger than classification and weaker than
concrete ontology. A fixed role-anchor may be classified, but classification alone does not make it
participate in persistence. Fixation stabilizes the role assignment by which a continuation locus
is held in place. Realization stabilizes the irreversible standing-bearing participation of that role
assignment across lawful continuation. The decisive mark of realization is consequence retention
under irreversible standing-bearing continuation: the persistence profile continues to matter after
lawful update and cannot be silently repaired or reindexed as the same evaluated act.
This yields the following separation:

RealizeD(P) ⇏ ∃x Concrete(x).

It also yields the embodiment boundary:

RealizeD(P) ⇏ [ED]≡Emb .

Persistence-regime realization concerns irreversible standing-bearing continuation structure, not
empirical ontology. It does not imply physical embodiment, materiality, biological organization,
empirical localization, environmental coupling, spacetime occupancy, or any domain-specific material
carrier.

Proposition 4.1 (No concrete-instantiation import). If IrrevStandCont(D) induces [PD]≡Pers , the
induced class is a persistence-regime equivalence class, not a concrete object, substance, spacetime
region, embodied system, material carrier, observer, biological organization, or empirical system.

Proof. The induction preserves only fixed-domain admissibility-bearing continuation roles: role-
anchor participation, standing retention, trajectory behavior, transport, quotient structure, failure
behavior, consequence retention, and irreversibility. None of these roles is typed as concrete
instantiation. A concrete-domain conclusion would require a further theorem identifying realized
persistence-regime structure with concrete-domain participation. That theorem is not assumed
here.

5 Fixation versus Realization

Boundary-trace fixation and persistence-regime realization are distinct. Fixation stabilizes role
structure: it determines the role-anchor equivalence class through which a continuation locus
participates in the fixed domain. Realization stabilizes irreversible standing-bearing participation:
it preserves the consequence-retaining trajectory profile through which that role-anchor remains
persistence-bearing under lawful continuation.
Thus:

[RL]≡Role ⇏ [PD]≡Pers

without irreversible standing-bearing continuation. The realization theorem proves the additional
step from fixed role structure to consequence-retaining persistence only under IrrevStandCont(D).
This distinction prevents the fixation theorem from being read as a realization theorem and prevents
realization from being read as mere role assignment.
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6 Trace-Only Insufficiency as the Realization Boundary

The trace-only objection is foundational for the realization layer. A sequence of states may be
admissibly described without yet carrying standing-bearing persistence. Realized persistence differs
from merely admissible trajectory structure because irreversible continuation introduces standing-
bearing consequence retention.

Theorem 6.1 (Trace-only insufficiency).

TraceTrajD ∧¬[PD]≡Pers → ¬ StandCont(D).

A trace-only trajectory without persistence-regime structure does not support standing-bearing con-
tinuation.

Proof. Trace succession records order. Standing-bearing continuation requires more: target identity,
lawful transport, quotient stability, standing retention, failure behavior, and irreversible consequence
retention. If a trace has none of those persistence-regime roles, it does not determine whether the
same standing-bearing role persists. It may be a record, sequence, or presentation, but it is not
standing-bearing continuation. Therefore StandCont(D) fails.

Corollary 6.2 (Trajectory record is not persistence realization).

Trace(T ) ⇏ RealizeD(P).

A trajectory record becomes persistence-realizing only when it carries the admissibility-bearing lineage
roles and consequence-retention profile of a persistence regime.

Theorem 6.3 (Irreversibility distinguishes realized persistence).

IrrevD ∧ StandCont(D) → ¬ TraceOnlyD .

Irreversible standing-bearing continuation cannot remain merely trace-structural.

Proof. Trace-only succession records order without retained standing-relevant consequence. Standing-
bearing continuation requires the same admissibility-bearing role to persist through lawful transport
and quotient-respecting redescription. Irreversibility adds non-repairable consequence retention:
failures, commitments, and lineage effects cannot be erased by same-act repair or reindexing. A trace-
only structure lacks precisely that consequence-retaining lineage. Hence IrrevD ∧ StandCont(D)
excludes TraceOnlyD.

7 Irreversibility as the Realization Divider

Realized persistence differs from merely admissible trajectory structure because irreversible continua-
tion introduces standing-bearing consequence retention. Once a role-anchor participates irreversibly,
failure and lineage are not presentation-level features that may be repaired while preserving the
same evaluated act. In this sense, non-repairability is not an auxiliary constraint; together with
irreversibility it is the mechanism by which participation becomes realized persistence.
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Proposition 7.1 (Irreversible consequence retention).

PersistPartD([RL]≡Role) ∧ IrrevD → PersistBearingD([RL]≡Role).

Irreversible persistence participation is persistence-bearing: it retains standing-relevant consequences
along a lawful lineage.

Proof. Persistence participation supplies standing-relevant continuation consequences. Irreversibility
makes those consequences non-erasable for the same evaluated act: a failure cannot be repaired
or reindexed while preserving the same lineage. Therefore the participation is not mere structural
embedding or occurrence. It is persistence-bearing participation.

Remark 7.2 (Non-repairability as realization pressure). The realization pressure is the interaction of
irreversibility with fail-closed standing. Non-repairable lineage turns role-anchor participation from
a revisable trajectory description into persistence-bearing consequence retention.

8 Structural Forcing for Realization

The modal vocabulary is structural rather than metaphysical. A persistence regime is forced only
relative to preservation of the target phenomenon: non-degenerate irreversible standing-bearing
continuation on the same fixed domain.

Definition 8.1 (Structural forcing). For a target phenomenon PD and structure SD, write

PD ⇒struct SD

iff every same-domain realization preserving PD contains an invariant-equivalent of SD under lawful
admissibility-preserving redescription.

Remark 8.2 (Modal restriction). “Forced” means structurally unavoidable relative to preservation of
the target phenomenon. It does not mean metaphysical necessity, physical law, semantic grounding,
causal production, or absolute ontological inevitability.

Proposition 8.3 (Realization target). The target phenomenon is

PD := IrrevStandCont(D)

within the fixed role-anchor target class inherited from continuation-locus induction and boundary-
trace fixation. The role-anchor presentation of the same target is

P ′
D := IrrevStandCont(D) ∧ [RL]≡Role .

Thus the theorem asks what structure every same-domain regime must contain if it preserves
irreversible non-degenerate standing-bearing continuation with fixed role-anchor participation.

Proof. The antecedent fixes the comparison class. If non-degenerate continuation is removed, the
target degenerates into trace succession, bookkeeping, or AMetric presentation. If standing-bearing
persistence is removed, the target becomes unlicensed succession. If irreversibility is removed,
standing failure can be repaired or reindexed and consequence retention is lost. If role-anchor
fixation is removed, the target has no fixed standing-bearing role position. Therefore PD is the
preservation target, while P ′

D is the role-anchor form used in the proof.
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9 Realization-Forcing Ladder

The main proof is not a single leap from fixation to persistence. It is a ladder of preservation
pressures. Each rung is removal-sensitive: deleting it destroys the target or changes the domain.

Proposition 9.1 (Ladder R1: fixed role-anchor pressure).

NonDegCont(D) ∧ [RL]≡Role → PersistPartD([RL]≡Role).

A fixed role-anchor in non-degenerate continuation must bear continuation consequences.

Proposition 9.2 (Ladder R2: participation-to-bearing pressure).

PersistPartD([RL]≡Role) ∧ IrrevD → PersistBearingD([RL]≡Role).

Participation that is irreversible and standing-relevant becomes persistence-bearing rather than merely
structurally embedded.

Proposition 9.3 (Ladder R3: bearing-to-trajectory pressure).

PersistBearingD([RL]≡Role) → [TD]≡Traj .

Persistence-bearing participation requires lawful trajectory structure.

Proposition 9.4 (Ladder R4: trajectory-to-regime pressure).

[TD]≡Traj ∧ PersistBearingD([RL]≡Role) → [PD]≡Pers

unless the trajectory is trace-only, abstract-only, repairable, or skin-only.

Proof. Persistence-bearing trajectory structure must preserve standing through continuation and
retain the consequence profile of the role-anchor. If it does not preserve standing, it is not standing-
bearing. If it preserves order but lacks persistence-regime roles, then identity, transport, quotient
behavior, failure behavior, or irreversibility is absent. Absence of any one of these roles collapses
the target into trace-only succession, abstract participation, skin presentation, or repair instability.
Hence a persistence-regime profile is induced.

Proposition 9.5 (Ladder closure). The ladder is exhaustive for PD because every same-domain
preservation attempt must preserve role-anchor participation, persistence-bearing consequence re-
tention, trajectory lineage, standing retention, transport, quotient behavior, failure behavior, and
irreversibility. Those preservation requirements are exactly the components of [PD]≡Pers.

10 Bivalent Realization Status

The realization question has no third same-domain status. A role-anchor participation profile either
realizes persistence-regime structure or fails to do so. It cannot be simultaneously unrealized and
standing-bearing as the same evaluated act.

Theorem 10.1 (Bivalence of realization status). For a fixed role-anchor class in the evaluated
fragment of D,

RealizeD(P) = 1 or RealizeD(P) = 0.

There is no third same-domain status such as abstract-but-realized, trace-only-but-standing, skin-
only-but-authoritative, or failed-but-persistent.
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Proof. A third status either changes licensed standing-bearing continuation or does not. If it changes
licensed use, it is a realization gate under another name and must satisfy the same persistence-regime
obligations. If it changes no licensed use, it is bookkeeping or skin. Bivalence of the evaluated
fragment therefore exhausts the status space.

11 Role-Anchor Fixation Cannot Remain Inert

The first pressure point is inertness. A role-anchor fixed for a continuation locus cannot be fixed for
standing-bearing continuation while changing no standing-bearing use. If it changes no use, it is
bookkeeping or skin; if it bears role authority, it participates in persistence.

Lemma 11.1 (Role-anchor participation).

[RL]≡Role ∧ StandCont(D) → PersistPartD([RL]≡Role).

A fixed role-anchor class in a standing-bearing continuation regime participates in persistence.

Proof. Assume [RL]≡Role is fixed and StandCont(D) holds. If [RL]≡Role makes no difference to
admissibility, standing, transport, quotient behavior, continuation eligibility, or fail-closed status,
then it is not role-anchor fixation in the relevant sense; it is bookkeeping or skin-level presentation.
If it is a fixed role-anchor for the continuation locus, then it determines how that locus occupies its
standing-bearing role under lawful continuation. That determination is persistence participation.
Hence PersistPartD([RL]≡Role).

12 Trajectory Participation

Persistence-bearing participation is not a static property attached to a name. It requires lawful
same-domain passage. That passage is trajectory structure.

Lemma 12.1 (Trajectory participation).

PersistBearingD([RL]≡Role) → [TD]≡Traj .

If a role-anchor class has persistence-bearing participation, then a lawful trajectory equivalence class
is induced.

Proof. Persistence-bearing participation requires that the role-anchor retain standing-relevant
identity and consequence profile across continuation. Retention across continuation requires at least
one lawful lineage along which identity, transport, quotient behavior, standing status, and failure
profile are tracked. A mere isolated classification cannot carry participation across continuation.
The induced lawful lineage is [TD]≡Traj .

Proposition 12.2 (Trajectory equivalence). Two trajectories are trajectory-equivalent, written
TD ≡Traj T ′

D, iff they preserve the same standing retention, transport behavior, quotient behavior,
prefix behavior, legal composition profile, consequence-retention profile, and fail-closed lineage under
lawful same-domain redescription.
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13 Irreversibility and No Abstract-Only Participation

The abstract-only escape route says that role-anchor participation may remain purely abstract. The
fixed-domain response is not anti-abstract in general. It says only that abstract-only participation
cannot preserve standing-bearing continuation when irreversibility and fail-closed standing are in
force.

Lemma 13.1 (Irreversibility blocks abstract-only participation).

IrrevD ∧ PersistBearingD([RL]≡Role) → ¬ AbstractOnlyD([RL]≡Role).

Proof. If [RL]≡Role has persistence-bearing participation, standing-bearing consequences are retained
along a lineage. If irreversibility is in force, standing failure cannot be erased while preserving
the same evaluated act. Abstract-only participation supplies no fail-closed lineage, no retained
consequence, and no non-repairable persistence profile. If such a profile is supplied, the participation
is no longer abstract-only. If it is not supplied, it does not participate in standing-bearing persistence.

Corollary 13.2 (No same-act abstract repair).

AbstractOnlyD([RL]≡Role) ∧ FailD([RL]≡Role) → ¬ RepairD([RL]≡Role).

Repair either fails, supplies fresh persistence-regime structure, or resets scope.

Remark 13.3 (Non-repairability and realization). The realization pressure is driven by irreversible
non-repairable continuation. If a failed lineage can be repaired as the same evaluated act, the profile
is trajectory description rather than realized persistence. If repair supplies fresh standing-bearing
structure, the original act has not been realized; a new persistence profile has been introduced.

14 ATS Load: Persistence Is Not Skin

Persistence-regime realization is not presentational surplus. If it carries standing-bearing persistence,
it contributes invariant load. Irreversible standing-bearing consequence retention constitutes an-
chor/tensor load rather than skin-level trajectory description. By anchor–tensor–skin decomposition,
admissibility-bearing load is anchor or tensor content, not skin.

Theorem 14.1 (Persistence-bearing load theorem).

[PD]≡Pers → AnchorD(PD) ∨ TensorD(PD).

Equivalently, realized persistence carries anchor or tensor load rather than inert trajectory description.

Proof. ATS decomposition exhausts fixed-domain admissibility-bearing descriptive roles into anchor,
tensor, and skin. Skin changes presentation without gate authority or standing-bearing load. A
realized persistence regime preserves role-anchor participation, standing retention, trajectory be-
havior, transport, quotient, failure behavior, and irreversibility profile. In particular, irreversible
consequence retention changes the standing-bearing continuation profile rather than merely present-
ing it. These are admissibility-bearing loads. Therefore the regime cannot be skin-only. By ATS
exhaustion, it must be anchor or tensor content.
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Corollary 14.2 (No skin-only persistence regime).

SkinOnlyD(P) → ¬ RealizeD(P).

Skin-only presentation does not realize persistence because it carries no standing-bearing lineage
load.

15 AMetric Boundary and No Default Realization

Another escape route says that a persistence regime may be realized by default. AMetric boundary
discipline blocks this. A default realization is a selector unless the relevant admissibility-bearing
structure has already been supplied.

Theorem 15.1 (No default realization).

AMetricD → ¬ DefaultRealizeD(P)

unless additional admissibility-bearing selector or witness structure is introduced.

Proof. At the AMetric boundary, no selector, metric, probability, ranking, typicality rule, canonical
representative, or default parameter carries admissibility-bearing authority. A default realization
rule would privilege one persistence profile without admitted witness structure. If the witness
structure is supplied, the regime is no longer default realization; it is a governed persistence-regime
induction. If it is not supplied, no realization is fixed.

16 Persistence-Regime Equivalence and Uniqueness

The theorem does not select a canonical persistence representative. It induces an equivalence class.
This is essential because canonical representative selection would import extra admissibility-bearing
selector load.

Definition 16.1 (Persistence profile). The persistence profile of a regime PD is the tuple of
fixed-domain behaviors:

ProfileD(P) = ⟨[RL]≡Role , Stand, Traj, Tr, Quot, Fail, PersistBearing, Irrev⟩.

The tuple is representational. It records role behavior; it is not an ontic inventory.

Proposition 16.2 (Equivalence-class rather than representative).

[PD]≡Pers ⇏ ∃!PD.

The induced result is a persistence-regime equivalence class, not a unique representative regime.

Proof. A unique representative would require a selector distinguishing one presentation of the per-
sistence profile from all lawful same-domain redescriptions. Such a selector is additional governance
load. The theorem preserves role behavior up to persistence-regime equivalence; it does not select a
canonical representative.
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Theorem 16.3 (Persistence-regime uniqueness up to equivalence). If PD and P ′
D both realize the

same irreversible standing-bearing continuation target and preserve the same persistence profile, then

PD ≡Pers P ′
D.

Proof. The two regimes preserve the same role-anchor participation, standing-bearing continuation,
trajectory behavior, transport behavior, quotient behavior, failure behavior, consequence-retention
profile, and irreversibility profile. Those are precisely the conditions of persistence-regime equivalence.
Therefore they are equivalent modulo lawful same-domain admissibility-preserving redescription.

17 No Lower Persistence Generator

An escape route says that a realized persistence regime need not be induced at the role-anchor layer
because a lower, abstract, or pre-realization stratum independently generates persistence. This is
the realization analogue of the lower-generator routes closed at the null, governance, locus, and
fixation layers.

Theorem 17.1 (No lower persistence generator). No same-domain lower stratum can generate
standing-bearing persistence for a fixed role-anchor class unless it supplies admissible trajectory,
transport, quotient, standing, consequence-retention, and irreversibility structure. If it supplies those
structures, it is already persistence-regime structure rather than a lower substitute.

Proof. Let Y be a purported lower generator for persistence of [RL]≡Role . If Y supplies no trajectory,
no transport, no quotient behavior, no standing preservation, no consequence retention, and no failure
profile, then it cannot generate standing-bearing persistence. It is inert with respect to the target
phenomenon. If it supplies any of those roles, then it has imported the very admissibility-bearing
continuation structure that constitutes persistence-regime realization. If the roles are supplied by a
richer surrounding domain, the alternative is cross-domain or non-minimal. If the roles are supplied
after failure, the route is same-act repair and fails closed. Thus the lower-generator route either
fails to generate persistence or becomes the persistence regime under another description.

18 Endpoint Compression Is Not Endpoint Reduction

Trajectory theory permits a terminal-state criterion only because fail-closed irreversibility makes
terminal standing history-sensitive. Persistence-regime realization is therefore not replaced by
terminal appearance.

Proposition 18.1 (Endpoint appearance is insufficient). An endpoint label, terminal mark, final
inscription, or apparently successful terminal state does not realize persistence unless the trajectory
to that endpoint preserves standing-bearing history.

Proof. Endpoint appearance may be skin. It may present a terminal outcome without preserving the
admissibility-bearing path by which the outcome remains the same standing-bearing continuation.
Under irreversibility, a failed prefix cannot be repaired by endpoint appearance alone. Therefore
terminal appearance alone is not persistence realization. Terminal standing can compress history
only when the regime has already supplied trajectory, standing, transport, quotient, consequence
retention, and failure propagation.
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19 Finite Witness Model

The following finite witness demonstrates the minimal collapse structure. It is not an ontology
model. It is a fixed-domain witness for why role-anchor fixation under standing-bearing continuation
cannot remain trace-only.
Let

M = {a, b}

with a continuation locus [L]≡Loc , a fixed role-anchor class [RL]≡Role , a lawful update u, a transported
state τu(a), a quotient relation ∼, a standing predicate Stand, a trajectory candidate T , and a
persistence-regime candidate P.
The intended use is one standing-bearing continuation from a to τu(a) through the role-anchor class
[RL]≡Role .

Proposition 19.1 (Finite persistence witness). If M supports irreversible standing-bearing contin-
uation through [RL]≡Role, then M induces a persistence-regime equivalence class [PM ]≡Pers.

Proof. Standing-bearing continuation through [RL]≡Role requires role-anchor participation. Irre-
versibility requires that participation to retain consequence across the lineage. Persistence-bearing
participation requires a lawful trajectory carrying identity from a to τu(a). The quotient relation
must identify presentation-irrelevant variants without erasing standing-relevant differences. The
standing predicate must license continuation. Irreversibility must prevent failed standing from being
silently repaired or reindexed. These roles together constitute the persistence profile of a regime.
Hence [PM ]≡Pers is induced.

Removed structure Collapse in the finite witness

Role-anchor participation Fixation becomes inert bookkeeping.
Trajectory No lawful path carries the role-anchor through continuation.
Standing eligibility Succession becomes unlicensed trace.
Irreversibility Repair or reindexing destroys retained lineage and collapses

realization into revisable trajectory description.
Persistence-bearing
consequence retention

Participation becomes merely structural embedding or formal
occurrence.

Persistence regime Trajectory becomes trace-only presentation.
Quotient Presentation drift becomes hidden load.
Anchor/tensor load Persistence becomes skin-only and loses authority.
AMetric discipline Default realization smuggles selector structure.

The collapse cases jointly demonstrate that standing-bearing continuation is not reducible to bare
trace succession, inert transition structure, abstract role naming, repairable lineage, or presentation
persistence alone. Removing irreversibility converts persistence-bearing participation into reindexable
trajectory succession and destroys realized persistence structure. The finite witness exhibits the
minimal normal-form architecture of persistence-regime realization.
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20 Organizing Theorem: Persistence-Regime Normal Form

The normal-form theorem is the organizing form of the result. The main theorem is derived from this
factorization. It says that admissibility-preserving realization regimes do not float free of the prior
fixed-domain structures. They factor through continuation-locus structure, role-anchor fixation,
irreversible trajectory participation, persistence-bearing consequence retention, and persistence-
regime equivalence.

Theorem 20.1 (Persistence-regime normal form). Every same-domain admissibility-preserving
realization regime factors through:

(i) continuation-locus structure [LD]≡Loc;

(ii) role-anchor fixation [RL]≡Role;

(iii) irreversible trajectory participation [TD]≡Traj;

(iv) persistence-bearing consequence retention;

(v) persistence-regime equivalence [PD]≡Pers.

Symbolically,

RealizeD ⇒ ([LD]≡Loc , [RL]≡Role , [TD]≡Traj , PersistBearingD, IrrevD, [PD]≡Pers).

Proof. A realization regime preserves standing-bearing continuation; otherwise it is not a realization
regime in the present target class. Standing-bearing continuation induces a continuation-locus
class. The locus must occupy a fixed role-anchor position if it is to participate in the fixed
domain. Role-anchor participation requires lawful trajectory structure. Standing-bearing trajectory
participation is fail-closed and irreversible, since standing failure cannot be repaired as the same
evaluated act. Irreversibility converts participation into persistence-bearing consequence retention.
A regime preserving those roles induces a persistence profile; regimes preserving the same profile are
persistence-equivalent. Therefore every admissibility-preserving realization regime factors through
the listed normal-form components.

Corollary 20.2 (No hidden realization remainder). There is no same-domain admissibility-bearing
realization remainder outside the normal form. A purported remainder is either role-equivalent
bookkeeping, trace-only succession, repairable trajectory description, scope change, AMetric inertness,
skin-only presentation, or inadmissible selector import.

21 Main Theorem: Persistence-Regime Realization

Theorem 21.1 (Persistence-realization induction).

IrrevStandCont(D) → [PD]≡Pers .

Every non-degenerate irreversible standing-bearing continuation regime in the fixed role-anchor target
class induces a unique persistence-regime equivalence class under lawful same-domain admissibility-
preserving redescription.
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Proof. Assume IrrevStandCont(D), i.e. NonDegCont(D) ∧ StandCont(D) ∧ IrrevD, in the fixed
role-anchor target class. By the inherited continuation-locus and boundary-trace fixation results,
the continuation regime has a fixed role-anchor class [RL]≡Role whenever the fixation conditions are
satisfied. Since continuation is standing-bearing, the fixed role-anchor cannot be inert bookkeeping;
by role-anchor participation it participates in persistence. Irreversibility converts participation
into persistence-bearing participation by enforcing consequence retention and blocking same-act
repair. Persistence-bearing participation requires trajectory structure, so [TD]≡Traj is induced.
Trace-only trajectories are insufficient for standing-bearing continuation; hence the trajectory must
carry persistence-regime roles rather than mere succession. ATS decomposition blocks skin-only
persistence because realized persistence carries anchor/tensor load. AMetric boundary discipline
blocks default realization and canonical representative selection. Therefore the only same-domain
admissibility-preserving form left is a persistence-regime equivalence class [PD]≡Pers . Uniqueness is
up to ≡Pers, not representative identity.

Corollary 21.2 (Role-anchor form).

IrrevStandCont(D) ∧ [RL]≡Role → [PD]≡Pers .

Fixed role-anchor structure is the constructive form of the irreversible-continuation target.

Corollary 21.3 (Structural forcing).

IrrevStandCont(D) ⇒struct [PD]≡Pers .

The forcing is structural: every same-domain realization preserving the target phenomenon contains
an invariant-equivalent persistence regime.

22 Route Exhaustion

The following table records the closure of the main alternative routes.

Alternative route Closure mechanism

Inert role-anchor Bookkeeping or skin; not fixed participation.
Trace-only trajectory Lacks standing-bearing identity persistence.
Abstract-only participation Irreversibility and fail-closed standing block same-act repair.
Repairable lineage Reindexing or repair destroys retained consequence.
Skin-only persistence ATS: skin has no admissibility-bearing authority.
Default realization AMetric boundary blocks default selector.
Canonical representative Requires additional selector load beyond the theorem.
Quotientless persistence Presentation drift becomes hidden load.
External realization source Either re-enters fixed-domain governance or changes scope.
Concrete ontology reading Not licensed; theorem induces persistence-regime equivalence only.

Theorem 22.1 (Same-domain route exhaustion). Every same-domain alternative to persistence-
regime realization under IrrevStandCont(D) falls into one of the following classes: bookkeeping,
trace-only succession, abstract-only non-participation, repairable trajectory description, skin-only
presentation, default-selector import, quotient failure, repair failure, scope change, or concrete-
ontology overreading.
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Proof. A same-domain alternative must preserve irreversible standing-bearing continuation and
fixed role-anchor participation. If it changes no standing-bearing use, it is bookkeeping or skin.
If it preserves order but not standing-bearing identity, it is trace-only. If it claims participation
without lineage consequence, it is abstract-only and fails under irreversibility. If it permits repair
or reindexing as the same act, it loses persistence-bearing consequence retention. If it selects a
persistence profile by default, it violates AMetric non-selection unless admitted selector structure
is added. If it lacks quotient stability, presentation drift becomes hidden load. If it imports an
external source, it either re-enters fixed-domain governance or changes scope. These cases exhaust
same-domain variation by fixed-domain exhaustion.

23 Objection Matrix

Objection Reply

This proves concrete ontology. No. It proves persistence-regime realization, not
concrete-domain participation.

A persistence regime is just a
world.

No. It is a role-trajectory participation structure under
fixed-domain continuation.

Abstract trajectory is enough. Trace-only trajectory lacks standing-bearing persistence.
Role-anchor fixation can remain
inert.

Then it is bookkeeping or skin, not role-anchor participation.

Default realization is allowed. AMetric non-selection blocks default realization.
Persistence can be skin-only. ATS blocks skin-only persistence from carrying

standing-bearing load.
Repair supplies persistence after
failure.

Fail-closed irreversibility blocks same-act repair.

A representative has been
selected.

The theorem yields an equivalence class, not a canonical
representative.

Physical embodiment is
implicitly imported.

No. Embodiment, materiality, localization, biological
organization, and empirical spacetime occupancy require
additional domain-specific premises and are not part of the
theorem target.

External realization supplies the
regime.

If it governs standing-bearing continuation, it re-enters
fixed-domain structure; otherwise it is inert or scope-changing.
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24 Closure Ledger

AASC dependency Role in this theorem

Null closure Prevents realization from collapsing into vacuity.
Governance induction Supplies fixed-domain constraint architecture.
Continuation-locus induction Supplies persistence loci prior to realization.
Boundary-trace fixation Supplies role-anchor equivalence classes.
Standing–admissibility
identity

Converts positive-side standing into admissibility-bearing
continuation.

Trajectory coherence Forces lawful lineage rather than mere trace.
Irreversibility Converts participation into consequence-retaining

persistence-bearing participation and blocks abstract-only repair.
ATS Forces persistence load to be anchor or tensor, not skin.
AMetric boundary Blocks default realization and canonical representative selection.
Fixed-domain exhaustion Closes hidden remainder routes.

25 Canonical Results

25.1 Canonical main theorem

IrrevStandCont(D) → [PD]≡Pers .

Equivalently, NonDegCont(D) ∧ StandCont(D) ∧ IrrevD → [PD]≡Pers .

25.2 Canonical role-anchor form

IrrevStandCont(D) ∧ [RL]≡Role → [PD]≡Pers .

25.3 Canonical normal form

RealizeD ⇒ ([LD]≡Loc , [RL]≡Role , [TD]≡Traj , PersistBearingD, IrrevD, [PD]≡Pers).

25.4 Canonical anti-overclaim

[PD]≡Pers ⇏ ∃x Concrete(x).

25.5 Canonical anti-embodiment

[PD]≡Pers ⇏ [ED]≡Emb .

25.6 Canonical irreversibility divider

IrrevD ∧ StandCont(D) → ¬ TraceOnlyD .
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25.7 Canonical trace insufficiency

TraceTrajD ∧¬[PD]≡Pers → ¬ StandCont(D).

25.8 Canonical no-default realization

AMetricD → ¬ DefaultRealizeD(P)

without admitted selector or witness structure.

26 Short Proof Form

1. Assume IrrevStandCont(D), equivalently NonDegCont(D) ∧ StandCont(D) ∧ IrrevD, in the
fixed role-anchor target class.

2. Boundary-trace role-anchor fixation supplies [RL]≡Role when the fixation conditions are satisfied.

3. A fixed role-anchor in standing-bearing continuation cannot be inert; otherwise it is bookkeeping
or skin.

4. Therefore [RL]≡Role participates in persistence.

5. Irreversibility converts participation into persistence-bearing consequence retention.

6. Persistence-bearing participation requires lawful trajectory structure [TD]≡Traj .

7. Trace-only trajectory is insufficient for standing-bearing continuation.

8. Abstract-only participation and same-act repair fail under irreversibility.

9. ATS blocks skin-only persistence from carrying standing-bearing load.

10. AMetricity blocks default realization and canonical representative selection.

11. The surviving same-domain form is a persistence-regime profile.

12. Regimes preserving the same profile are equivalent under ≡Pers.

13. Therefore [PD]≡Pers is induced.

14. This is realization, not concrete instantiation or embodiment.

27 Conclusion

Irreversible non-degenerate standing-bearing continuation cannot remain inert, trace-only, abstract-
only, repairable, or skin-level. Inert role-anchors are bookkeeping. Trace-only trajectories fail
standing-bearing persistence. Abstract-only participation fails under irreversibility and fail-closed
standing. Skin-only persistence lacks admissibility-bearing authority. Default realization violates
AMetric non-selection. Canonical representatives require additional selector load.
The resulting theorem is therefore:

IrrevStandCont(D) → [PD]≡Pers .
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Equivalently, in expanded form:

NonDegCont(D) ∧ StandCont(D) ∧ IrrevD → [PD]≡Pers .

In role-anchor form:
IrrevStandCont(D) ∧ [RL]≡Role → [PD]≡Pers .

Every non-degenerate irreversible admissibility-bearing continuation regime in the fixed role-anchor
target class induces a unique realized persistence-regime equivalence class under lawful same-domain
admissibility-preserving redescription. This is the realization layer after fixation: fixation stabilizes
role structure, while realization stabilizes irreversible standing-bearing participation. The theorem
does not prove concrete-domain participation, embodiment, materiality, biological organization, or
empirical spacetime occupancy; it supplies the persistence-regime structure required by any separate
embodiment or concrete-domain closure theorem.
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