01 QAA) Primitive Framework

Function
QAAY’ is the primitive runtime substrate for the entire Canon.
It provides:

¢ the minimal notation

o the conserved quantities

o the admissibility structure
¢ the termination semantics
o the load model

required to analyse:

o lawful authority

e governance systems

e institutional continuity

e synthetic substitution

e reconstructability

e constitutional degradation
e attribution collapse

under conditions of finite coordination and rising abstraction pressure.

All higher Canon modules consume this runtime.

Core Claim

All institutional systems operate by:

constructing determinate objects ()

binding authority or effects to them (A)

operating under finite coordination/attribution load (A)

forcing attributional closure through some termination regime (3))

b=

while preferentially conserving operational continuity under load.
The structure and behaviour of institutions can therefore be analysed as:

continuity-preserving attribution systems operating under reconstructability constraints.



Primitive Runtime Objects

) — Object Determinacy
Q denotes the degree to which an object:

exists

is distinguishable

is attributable

is reconstructible

e is semantically stable

within a governance or recognition system.
Examples:

tribunal

judge

statute

order

record

authority chain

institution

sovereign

Al system

synthetic governance object

Q is not merely “existence”.
It includes:
o ontological integrity
e denotational stability
e reconstructable identity
e constructor traceability
A low-Q object may:
e appear operationally real

e produce binding effects
o yet fail reconstructability.

A — Binding / Attribution

A denotes the attachment relation by which:



o authority

e obligation

e recognition
o enforcement
e consequence
e legitimacy

e jurisdiction

becomes attached to Q.
A 1s the:
o attribution operator

e binding mechanism
e constitutional attachment relation

Examples:

e acourt issuing an order

e astate asserting jurisdiction

e astatute delegating power

e an institution claiming legitimacy

o aprocedural workflow generating coercive effect

A requires:
o attributable attachment
e constructor continuity

e admissible termination

otherwise:
binding drifts toward synthetic substitution.

A — Coordination / Attribution Load

A denotes:

e coordination pressure
e complexity load

o scaling pressure

o attribution burden

e reconstructability cost

across a governance system.

A rises with:



e abstraction

e scale

e delegation

e proceduralisation

e institutional layering

e synthetic mediation

e operational throughput demands

A is the principal driver of:
e compression
e attenuation
e synthetic substitution
e regime descent
e continuity prioritisation

No governance system escapes A.

Systems only:

e absorb
e buffer
e displace

e compress
o redistribute
e or conceal it.

> — Termination Regime
> denotes the mode by which:

e attribution

e recognition
o authority

e justification
closure

is achieved.

Termination is unavoidable.

Every governance system must eventually answer:
“Why does this bind?”

The quality of that answer defines the termination regime.



> is operationalised in Module 2 (AX Attributability Mechanics).

The Runtime Thesis

Governance systems are:

finite reconstructability systems attempting to preserve operational continuity under rising
attribution load.

Everything else:

e law

e legitimacy

e procedure

e administration

e constitutionalism
e sovereignty

e compliance

e Al governance

emerges from this constraint structure.

Core Runtime Dynamics

1. Rising A Forces Compression

As A increases:
systems increasingly rely on:

e abstraction

e delegation

e procedural substitution
e synthetic mediation

e recognition shortcuts

o authority compression

because reconstructing full attribution becomes too costly.
This creates pressure toward:
o synthetic governance

e attribution attenuation
e semantic collapse



e non-reconstructable continuity.

2. Continuity Is Conserved Preferentially

Under load:
systems preferentially conserve:

e operational continuity
e recognitional stability
o throughput
o enforceability

before:

o semantic fidelity
 attributable grounding

e reconstructability

e constitutional precision.

This is one of the master conservation laws.

Meaning:
systems will usually preserve:

“continued functioning”
before:

“fully reconstructable lawful grounding”.

3. Termination Quality Degrades Under Load

As Arises:
systems drift toward lower-fidelity termination modes.

Meaning:
e proof-based attribution weakens
e procedural substitution expands
o rhetorical recognition increases

e institutional self-authentication emerges

This is formalised in AX.



4. Synthetic Objects Emerge Naturally

When:
e reconstructability cost exceeds viable thresholds
o attribution chains become operationally expensive
e continuity must still be preserved

systems generate:

synthetic governance objects.

These absorb:
e complexity
e ambiguity
e attribution burden
e liability

e continuity pressure
while often reducing reconstructability.
Synthetic governance is therefore:

not an anomaly,
but a natural response to A pressure.

Runtime Invariants

Invariant 1 — Finite Termination
All binding systems require termination.
No authority system can operate on infinite unresolved attribution.

Eventually:
recognition must close.

Invariant 2 — Continuity Preference

Under pressure:
continuity is preferentially conserved over fidelity.



This is universal across:

courts
bureaucracies
corporations

Al systems

e sovereign systems

Invariant 3 — Attribution Conservation

Responsibility cannot disappear.
It may:

diffuse

compress
displace
attenuate

invert

become synthetic

but unresolved attribution accumulates structurally.
This later appears as:

e attribution debt
o liability inversion
e reconstructability collapse.

Invariant 4 — Load Cannot Be Eliminated
A cannot be removed.
Only:

redistributed
buffered
hidden
compressed
proceduralised
or displaced.



Invariant 5 — Reconstruction Cost Is Real

Reconstructability is not free.
Every system has finite capacity for:
o attributable grounding
e semantic precision
e constructor traceability
» reversible abstraction.
This creates:
e scarcity
e envelopes

e collapse boundaries
e anti-descent requirements.

Runtime Geometry

The Runtime Space

The QAA) runtime can be visualised as a dynamic space where:
o Q defines object integrity
e A defines binding structure
e A defines pressure

e ) defines closure quality

Systems move through this space under load.

The Fidelity—Continuity Axis

One major geometry is:

High Fidelity <------- > High Continuity

Under low A:
systems can maintain both.

Under high A:
tradeoffs emerge.



This tradeoff drives:

e procedural substitution
e semantic compression
o synthetic governance.

Descent Geometry

As A increases:
systems drift toward:

e lower reconstructability

e more synthetic attachment

o weaker attributable grounding

e more institutional self-reference

unless anti-descent mechanisms intervene.
This geometry is formalised in:
o AX

e Reconstructability Envelope
o Failure Physics.

Runtime Failure Modes

1. Object Collapse

Q becomes:

e ambiguous

e non-reconstructable

e semantically unstable

e operationally synthetic.

Examples:
o fictitious tribunals

e undefined authorities
o non-WFF governance objects.



2. Binding Collapse

A loses attributable attachment.

Binding persists operationally but:
e constructor traceability fails

o lawful grounding attenuates
o self-authentication emerges.

3. Load Saturation

A exceeds viable reconstructability capacity.
Systems compensate via:

e abstraction

o synthetic continuity

e procedural substitution

e recognition compression.

4. Termination Collapse

> degrades toward:

rhetorical closure
institutional assertion
synthetic recognition
non-reconstructable authority.

Runtime Diagnostics

QAAY’ permits systematic diagnosis of systems by asking:

Q) Questions

What exactly is the object?

Is it reconstructibly determinate?
Is it semantically stable?

Is it well-formed?



A Questions

e What binds authority to the object?
e Is the binding reconstructable?
e Where does attribution terminate?

A Questions

e What coordination load is present?
e What pressures are driving compression?
e What substitutions are occurring?

> Questions

How is closure achieved?
Is termination proof-based?
procedural?

rhetorical?

institutional?

These diagnostics generate:
descent analysis
reconstructability analysis

synthetic substitution analysis

[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
e governance diagnostics.

Relationship to Other Canon Modules
Consumed Directly By

Module 2 — AX Attributability Mechanics

Operationalises termination behaviour.

Module 3 — Continuity-First Legality

Defines lawful grounding constraints.

Module 4 — Abstraction Boundary + Ignition Geometry
Constrains lawful abstraction and invocation.

Module 5 — Reconstructability Envelope + Failure Physics



Defines viability geometry.

Module 6 — Lexworthiness Diagnostics

Operational certification and integrity testing.

Module 7 — Recursive Constitutional Cybernetics
Meta-stability and self-correction.

Module 8 — Attribution Debt + Liability Inversion

Accumulated unresolved attribution dynamics.

Provenance

This runtime emerged through repeated convergence across:

e Synthetic Governance basins

e Central Theorem synthesis

o Continuity-First Legality work

e ghost court/ fictitious entity analysis
o AX Attributability Science

o abstraction-boundary investigations
e reconstructability-limit analysis

especially:

e EXP 2026-05-09 — Synthetic Governance and QAAY’
e EXP 2026-05-10 — Central Theorem
e EXP 2026-05-11 — Continuity-First Legality

The runtime notation stabilised after repeated recompression of:

e governance failure

e synthetic substitution

e attribution collapse

e continuity preservation

e reconstructability scarcity

e procedural abstraction

o lawful grounding dynamics.

Canonical Compression



QAAY models governance as a continuity-preserving attribution system in which determinate
objects () are bound through attributable attachment (A), subjected to finite coordination
load (A), and forced into closure through termination regimes (), generating
reconstructability limits, synthetic substitution, and descent dynamics under pressure.



