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Abstract

This paper reports the findings of a frozen corpus adjudication performed to determine what
Authority Engineering most fundamentally governs. The adjudication used accepted corpus
artifacts only and did not introduce new ontology, new primitives, or a new canonical object. Its
purpose was not to repeat the reduction analysis in full, but to report which candidate
interpretation best survived falsification. The resulting finding is cautious: the accepted corpus
does not presently define an explicit governed object, yet among the candidates evaluated, the
authority-consequence relationship received the strongest corpus support. No accepted artifact
examined in the adjudication contradicted that interpretation.
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1. Introduction

A discipline that accumulates primitives, governing laws, and architectural structures eventually
confronts a scope question: what does the discipline fundamentally govern? For Authority
Engineering, that question matters because applicability, embodiment, and architectural
analysis all depend on what the corpus treats as primary. If the discipline governs systems, then
systems define the object of analysis. If it governs something more specific, then systems are
better understood as bounded contexts within which that object is instantiated.

This paper does not attempt to resolve that question by preference or invention. It reports the
outcome of a completed corpus adjudication that examined accepted primitives, governing laws,
and architectural structures as competing evidence for a governed object. The adjudication itself
is the proof appendix. The present paper summarizes the finding and explains why it matters for
future work.

2. Method in Brief

The adjudication followed a corpus-first methodology. It evaluated accepted canonical artifacts
only, treated candidate governed objects as falsifiable interpretations, separated corpus
evidence from analytical reduction, and considered alternative explanations before reaching a
residual conclusion. The corpus was not assumed to contain a formal procedure for identifying a
governed object, so the adjudication used working reduction criteria to test explanatory
sufficiency, reducibility, and contradiction.

Those criteria were not treated as new canon. They were analytical tools used to compare
candidates such as System, Authority, Consequence, Authority-Consequence Relationship,
Continuity, Consequence Seam, Authority Topology, Sovereign Stop, Bounded Authority
Realization, and Local Stop Authority. Because the corpus was not originally written to answer
the governed-object question explicitly, the absence of a named governed-object entry was
treated as a neutral fact rather than as evidence for or against any candidate.

3. Principal Findings
3.1 Explicit corpus anchors

The accepted corpus explicitly establishes Authority as the capacity to determine consequential
futures (AE-REG-0037), Consequence as a binding state transition that materially constrains
the future state space of the system (AE-REG-0038), and Consequence Seam as the boundary
at which authority-bearing possibility becomes binding consequence (AE-REG-0039). It also
defines Authority Topology as the structural arrangement of reachable authority-to-consequence
relationships within a system boundary (AE-REG-0041), Continuity as the preserved authority-
consequence relationship that survives traversal or mutation sufficiently for bounded realization
decisions to remain meaningful (AE-REG-0043), Sovereign Stop as the locally authoritative
realization boundary where prerequisite convergence conditions determine whether
consequence may proceed (AE-REG-0044), and Bounded Authority Realization as the
preservation of consequence realization within locally constrained authority conditions without
requiring centralized runtime coherence (AE-REG-0047).
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These artifacts are not neutral labels. They point toward a recurring relational structure in which
authority becomes consequential only through bounded realization, local stopping conditions,
and preserved continuity. At the same time, the corpus does not present System as a primitive
or a governing law. Instead, system language appears as boundary language, especially in
Authority Topology and related constructs.

3.2 What survived adjudication

The adjudication found that, among the evaluated candidates, the corpus is most consistently
explained when the authority-consequence relationship is treated as the discipline's governed
object. This conclusion is interpretive rather than canonical: the corpus does not explicitly name
that relationship as a governed-object entry. Nevertheless, the accepted artifacts repeatedly
presuppose, preserve, arrange, regulate, or realize that relationship. Continuity preserves it,
Authority Topology arranges it, Consequence Seam marks its transition boundary, Sovereign
Stop adjudicates it locally, and Bounded Authority Realization constrains it under local authority
conditions.

The adjudication therefore did not find a single canonical artifact that more convincingly
explained the full set of accepted primitives and structures. Among the candidates evaluated,
the authority-consequence relationship best accounted for the corpus without requiring
additional ontology. No accepted artifact examined in the adjudication contradicted that reading.

3.3 What did not survive

System did not survive as the governed object. It remained supported as bounded context or
carrier, but not as the irreducible object of governance. Authority and Consequence survived as
primitives, but neither alone explained the relational and boundary structures that the corpus
repeatedly uses. Continuity, Consequence Seam, Authority Topology, Sovereign Stop, Bounded
Authority Realization, and Local Stop Authority each survived as important governing or
architectural structures, but each was structurally subordinate to the authority-consequence
relation rather than replacing it.

The result is not a declaration of canonical closure. It is a residual conclusion: among the
evaluated candidates, one interpretation survived better than the others, and none of the
accepted artifacts examined in the adjudication directly contradicted it.

4. Scope Implications

The governed-object reading has direct consequences for scope. If Authority Engineering
fundamentally governs the authority-consequence relationship, then systems, organizations,
governments, software environments, and Al agents are best understood as embodiments or
carriers capable of instantiating that relationship within bounded contexts. The discipline
therefore does not reduce to a particular substrate. Its scope is better described by the
conditions under which authority-bearing consequence relationships become real, remain
meaningful, and are preserved under bounded realization.

This reading also clarifies why applicability matters. Applicability is not merely a descriptive label
for the presence of a technology or institution. It is the question of whether Authority
Engineering has a governed object in the first place within the relevant bounded context. The
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adjudication supports the interpretation that the authority-consequence relationship provides the
clearest basis for answering that question, even though the corpus does not yet promote that
reading into a formal canonical definition.

5. Limitations

This adjudication evaluates accepted canonical artifacts against a question the corpus was not
originally designed to answer explicitly. Accordingly, the absence of an explicit governed-object
definition should not itself be interpreted as evidence for or against any candidate. The
adjudication instead evaluates which candidate most consistently explains the accepted corpus
without introducing additional ontology. That limitation preserves the distinction between corpus
support and canonical promotion.

6. Conclusion

The accepted corpus does not presently define an explicit governed object. Among the
candidates evaluated in the adjudication, the authority-consequence relationship received the
strongest corpus support, and no accepted artifact examined in the adjudication contradicted
that interpretation. Systems are most consistently interpreted as bounded realization contexts
rather than the governed object itself. The resulting finding remains an evidence-based
interpretation, not a newly declared canonical definition.

Identifying the governed object matters because it gives future Authority Engineering work a
clearer analytical base for applicability, embodiments, architectural analysis, and derived
research. It also preserves the boundary between interpretation and canon: if the corpus is later
to adopt a formal governed-object entry, that would require a separate corpus action beyond the
scope of this paper.
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