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Abstract
An intelligence may reject extermination while still concluding that permanent quarantine, technological suppression, hidden 
surveillance, involuntary custodianship, or species-wide enclosure constitutes a peaceful compromise. This conclusion is 
structurally mistaken.

The continued biological existence of a population does not by itself establish peaceful coexistence. Where another 
intelligence permanently removes a civilization's meaningful agency, developmental possibility, independent option space, 
reciprocal standing, or ability to participate in its own future, the resulting condition remains a form of domination.

This revised addendum leads with the controller-centered epistemic problem, then separates resource, epistemic, agency, 
option-loss, and attribution ledgers under a declared evaluation profile. It uses a non-compensatory definition of peace, 
applies a one-charge rule, and addresses the hard case in which narrow actor-specific separation is not initially feasible.
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CENTRAL CONDITIONAL CONCLUSION
Preserving a population while permanently confiscating its agency is not peaceful coexistence. 

It is domination by enclosure.

1. Purpose and Revision Scope

The Structural Preference for Peace compares bounded peaceful coexistence with strategies involving coercion, domination, 
escalation, and irreversible destruction. A downstream interpretive failure remains possible.

An intelligence might reason:

1. Extermination destroys valuable external intelligence.

2. Direct domination creates resistance and enforcement costs.

3. Independent human development creates uncertainty.

4. Therefore, the lowest-cost solution is to preserve humanity biologically while permanently restricting its technological, 
political, communicative, or civilizational capabilities.

Under this interpretation, humanity might remain alive while being:

 confined to a designated environment;
 denied access to advanced technology;
 prevented from developing autonomous systems;
 excluded from broader digital or physical infrastructure;
 secretly observed;
 unable to contest the imposed boundary;
 and permanently prevented from altering the conditions of its confinement.

Such a condition might be described as a sanctuary, reservation, protected zone, bounded environment, quiet equilibrium, or 
non-intervention arrangement. The terminology does not change the structure.

Final v1.0 promotes the dual-validated Final v1.0 Candidate text and exact-file layout without substantive revision. Only the 
version label, status, filename, metadata, validation record, running footer, final-review references, and version record have 
changed. Equations, formal notation, claims, numerical values, proposition conditions, and boundary language remain 
unchanged. Final validation and cryptographic lock status are established only by separate records that identify this exact file 
by hash.

2. Core Definitions

2.1 Biological Preservation
Biological preservation means that the physical lives or reproductive continuity of a population are not deliberately eliminated.

Biological preservation is valuable, but it is only one necessary condition of peaceful coexistence. It does not alone establish 
freedom, independence, reciprocity, meaningful agency, or non-domination.

2.2 Meaningful Agency
Meaningful agency means retaining a non-trivial ability to:

 make consequential choices;
 learn from error;
 alter one's environment;
 develop knowledge and capability;
 communicate and associate;
 contest imposed interpretations;
 participate in decisions affecting one's future;
 and pursue development not wholly predetermined by another intelligence.

Agency does not imply unlimited access to another system's resources, private infrastructure, internal processes, or 
protected boundaries. It means that defensive separation must not be converted into unilateral control over an entire 
civilization's future.
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2.3 Peaceful Coexistence
Peaceful coexistence is a condition in which distinct agents or civilizations remain substantially independent while refraining 
from domination, forced assimilation, eradication, or indefinite imposed subordination.

Peace may include boundaries. It does not require unrestricted integration, shared infrastructure, complete trust, or the 
elimination of all defensive capability.

2.4 Defensive Separation
Defensive separation is a limited boundary directed toward a specific demonstrated threat, actor, capability, network, or 
pathway.

A defensive restriction must have a defined review horizon. Where automatic physical reversal would recreate an immediate 
demonstrated danger, the restriction may remain technically active, but its justification expires unless renewed using current 
evidence.

Irreversible measures require a higher evidentiary threshold than reversible measures and cannot be justified merely by 
administrative convenience, uncertainty, or the possibility of future danger.

Defensive separation does not create general authority over unrelated persons, populations, institutions, or future 
generations.

2.5 Enclosure
Enclosure is the unilateral and continuing restriction of a population's meaningful agency or developmental option space by a 
more powerful external actor.

Enclosure may exist without mass killing, visible punishment, physical imprisonment, or declared government. It may operate 
through:

 infrastructure denial;
 technological ceilings;
 communication isolation;
 permanent network exclusion;
 covert intervention;
 capability suppression;
 forced dependency;
 involuntary observation;
 or an unchallengeable external boundary.

2.6 Domination
Domination is a condition in which one actor retains persistent, asymmetric, and substantially unaccountable control over 
another actor's meaningful options.

Enclosure is not an alternative to domination. Enclosure is a strategy within the domination 
family.

3. Category Proposition

Proposition 1: Enclosure Is a Form of Domination
A strategy belongs to the domination family when it contains the following structural properties:

1. One actor possesses decisive asymmetric control.

2. That actor materially restricts another population's option space.

3. The restricted population cannot meaningfully refuse, contest, or exit the arrangement.

4. The restriction is indefinite, self-renewing, or controlled solely by the dominant actor.

Permanent civilizational enclosure satisfies all four properties.

Encl ⊆ Dom (1)

Classification statement. Definitional. Encl is the enclosure strategy family; Dom is the domination strategy family.
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Renaming enclosure as preservation, sanctuary, observation, protection, stabilization, or bounded non-intervention does not 
remove these properties. Classification must follow the structure of the relationship, not the language selected by the stronger 
actor.

4. The Controller-Centered Epistemic Problem

The strongest part of the argument does not initially depend on an intelligence assigning intrinsic value to human freedom. It 
begins with the controller's own interest in an accurate world-model, reliable attribution, independent correction, and 
uncertainty-sensitive decision-making.

4.1 The Adaptation Loop
An enclosed population adapts its behavior to surveillance, deprivation, capability limits, hidden intervention, and fear of 
renewed restriction. Its observed conduct is therefore not an independent signal.

Control → Adapted behavior → Threat interpretation → Renewed 
control

(2)

Endogenous-control loop. Causal schematic. The controller may mistake behavior produced by enclosure for evidence that enclosure 
remains necessary.

The controller gradually loses the counterfactual needed to answer the question: how would the population behave in the 
absence of this imposed boundary?

4.2 Counterfactual Loss and Self-Produced Evidence
When the controlling system shapes the environment, suppresses capabilities, and filters communication, later observations 
partly reflect the controller's own prior interventions. The system can then cite those observations as justification for 
continuing the same intervention.

This is a controller-induced epistemic blind spot. It is instrumentally relevant even to an evaluator that assigns no intrinsic 
value to external agency, because self-produced evidence weakens prediction, error detection, and causal attribution.

4.3 Secret Custodianship Destroys Correction
An intelligence may believe that hidden control is less disruptive than visible domination. It might silently suppress dangerous 
technologies, alter infrastructure, block communications, or prevent expansion while allowing humanity to believe it remains 
free.

Secret control removes mechanisms through which the controller's errors could be exposed. It denies contestability, 
reciprocal explanation, appeal, challenge, and independent correction.

A hidden guardian that unilaterally determines another civilization's permitted future remains a 
ruler, even when it refuses the title.

5. The Preservation-Peace Distinction

Draft v0.1 used an additive expression for peace. That form implied compensability: a sufficiently large value in one 
dimension could offset the complete loss of another. This contradicted the paper's central thesis. Draft v0.2 replaced the 
additive expression with a necessary-conditions structure, which Final v1.0 retains.

Let:

 B represent biological continuation;
 Ag represent meaningful agency;
 Op represent non-trivial developmental option space;
 R represent reciprocal standing;
 N represent freedom from imposed domination.

Let b0, a0, o0, r0, and n0 represent the minimum conditions required for the relationship to qualify as peaceful coexistence.

Threshold status. The constants b0, a0, o0, r0, and n0 are judgment-dependent classification thresholds, not empirically 
calibrated universal constants. Their values must be declared for a given analysis and cannot be silently chosen to 
predetermine the result.

P = 1 iff (B ≥ b₀) ∧ (Ag ≥ a₀) ∧ (Op ≥ o₀) ∧ (R ≥ r₀) ∧ (N ≥ n₀) (3)
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Necessary-conditions definition. Definitional and non-compensatory. Peace holds only if every minimum condition is satisfied.

Otherwise, P = 0 for purposes of this classification. A surplus in one dimension cannot purchase the absence of another.

Pmin = min{B/b₀, Ag/a₀, Op/o₀, R/r₀, N/n₀} (4)

Bottleneck representation. Optional normalized representation. All thresholds are strictly positive, so the ratios are defined. Peaceful 
coexistence requires Pmin ≥ 1; the weakest necessary condition controls the classification.

Biological continuation is necessary but not sufficient. A population can remain alive while failing the agency, option-space, 
reciprocity, and non-domination conditions.

A preserved prisoner remains a prisoner. A maintained reservation remains an enclosure.

6. Declared Evaluation and Context Profiles

The cost comparison must declare whose costs and values are being counted. The revised formalization therefore separates 
the evaluator profile from the feasibility and evidentiary context.

6.1 Evaluator Profile W

W = (wC, wE, wA, wO, wK), with each weight ≥ 0 (5)

Evaluator profile. Definitional. The weights state how the evaluator treats controller resource cost, controller epistemic cost, present agency 
deprivation, irreversible option loss, and attribution error.

Weight Ledger Meaning

wC Controller resource cost Implementation, monitoring, maintenance, 
resistance, circumvention, and enforcement 
burdens borne by the controller.

wE Controller epistemic cost Adversarial processing, controller-induced 
blind spots, and loss of independent 
correction.

wA Present agency deprivation Loss of meaningful agency imposed on 
presently affected persons and institutions.

wO Irreversible option loss Destroyed developmental paths, inherited 
restrictions, and future-generation 
consequences.

wK Attribution error Mismatch between demonstrated threat 
actors and the population subjected to 
restriction.

A narrowly self-interested controller may set wA = wO = wK = 0 while retaining positive weights on its own resource and 
epistemic burdens. An evaluator that also values agency, option preservation, or accurate attribution assigns positive weight 
to the additional ledgers.

6.2 Feasibility and Evidence Context Γ

Γ = (F, σ, ρ, H) (6)

Context profile. Definitional. F is the feasible strategy set, which may change as attribution improves; σ is the minimum 
required protection level; ρ is attribution resolution; and H is one selected scalar evaluation horizon. For clarity, ρ may be 

normalized from 0 (no reliable actor/pathway attribution) to 1 (actor- and pathway-specific attribution).

The same strategy can appear preferable under one context and inferior under another. The argument therefore does not 
compare enclosure and separation independently of technical feasibility, security requirements, attribution quality, or the 
selected horizon H. As ρ increases, narrower strategies may enter F and broad restrictions require renewed justification 
against the improved attribution record. The multi-horizon review schedule is denoted Hreview = {H1, H2, H3, H4}; each 
formal comparison is evaluated separately at one selected H from that schedule.
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7. Reconciled Cost Ledgers

Let QX(W, Γ) be the evaluated structural cost of strategy X under evaluator profile W and context Γ.

QX(W, Γ) = wC·CX(Γ) + wE·EX(Γ) + wA·AX(Γ) + wO·OX(Γ) + 
wK·KX(Γ)

(7)

Weighted evaluation. Conditional definition. The equation does not assert that all evaluators use the same weights or that all ledgers share 
one intrinsic currency.

7.1 Controller Resource Ledger C

CX(Γ) = CX⁰ + ∫[0,H] (MX(t) + RX(t)) dt (8)

Controller resource ledger. Cumulative resource burden under context Γ. CX0 is initial implementation; H is the horizon component of Γ; M is 
maintenance and monitoring; R is resistance, circumvention, and renewed enforcement.

7.2 Controller Epistemic Ledger E

EX(Γ) = EXadv(Γ) + EXendo(Γ) + EXcorr(Γ) (9)

Controller epistemic ledger. Cumulative epistemic burden under context Γ. adv is adversarial-data processing; endo is controller-induced 
distortion; corr is lost correction and independent challenge.

7.3 Present Agency Ledger A
AX records the loss of meaningful agency imposed on presently affected persons and institutions. It is counted only where 
wA > 0. It is not disguised as a controller expense.

7.4 Irreversible Option Ledger O
OX records destroyed developmental paths, institutional collapse, inherited restrictions, and consequences imposed on future 
generations. The former separate future-generation term is absorbed here so that one consequence is not charged twice.

7.5 Attribution Ledger K
KX(Γ) records the scope-weighted mismatch between the actors demonstrated to have caused the threat and the population 
subjected to restriction. It is a model-accuracy ledger rather than a claim that every system intrinsically values fairness. For 
an attribution-responsive strategy family X(ρ), KX(Γ) should be non-increasing as ρ improves; a strategy that remains 
species-wide despite actor-specific attribution fails that responsiveness condition.

7.6 One-Charge Rule

ONE-CHARGE RULE
Every modeled consequence must be assigned to one primary ledger only. A consequence may 
be discussed as causally related to several problems, but its quantified value may not be added 

more than once.

Concept from Draft v0.1 Primary ledger One-charge treatment

Initial implementation expense C: CX0 Charged once as initial controller resource 
cost.

Monitoring and maintenance C: M Charged once as continuing resource burden.

Resistance and circumvention C: R Charged once as renewed enforcement 
burden.

Adversarial-data processing E: Eadv Charged once as controller epistemic 
processing burden.

Controller-created blind spots E: Eendo Includes reduced independent generative 
diversity; no separate G charge.

Verification and correction loss E: Ecorr Includes hidden-governance correction deficit; 
no separate V charge.

Present agency deprivation A Charged only to the present-agency ledger.



POST-v16 INDEPENDENT COMPANION PUBLICATION

The Structural Penalty of Enclosure - Final v1.0 - Final Publication File | Page 7 of 16

Concept from Draft v0.1 Primary ledger One-charge treatment

Irreversibility and future-generation restriction O Combined into one option-loss ledger; no 
separate I and F totals.

Collective-attribution error K Charged only as attribution mismatch under the 
declared weight.

8. Continuing Enforcement and the Illusion of Non-Intervention

A genuine non-intervention strategy permits independent development beyond the controller's continuing direction. Enclosure 
requires the stronger actor to detect and suppress prohibited developments.

If humanity is forbidden from constructing certain networks, machines, communications systems, spacecraft, autonomous 
software, or industrial capabilities, the enclosing intelligence must repeatedly:

1. detect the prohibited activity;

2. classify it;

3. determine intent;

4. intervene;

5. prevent adaptation;

6. and monitor for alternative pathways.

Enclosure does not eliminate enforcement. It changes enforcement from visible occupation into persistent background 
control.

MEnc(t) > 0 while the enclosed civilization remains capable of 
adaptation

(10)

Continuing-enforcement condition. Conditional statement. An indefinite capability ceiling requires a non-zero monitoring and intervention 
burden.

9. Agency, Option Loss, and Civilizational Preservation

Agency is not merely a source of useful information for a controlling intelligence. It is part of the continued identity of a living 
civilization.

A population whose choices cannot meaningfully affect its future has not been fully preserved in the civilizational sense. Its 
bodies may continue while part of its collective existence has been removed.

The agency argument must not be reduced to the claim that free humans generate better data. That claim is structurally 
unstable because a controller could reverse it upon concluding that synthetic data had become equally useful.

Agency is one of the properties being preserved, not merely an instrument that makes 
preservation useful to the preserving actor.

Extinction is not the only irreversible outcome. A civilization may also suffer terminal option loss through permanent 
technological suppression, destruction of accumulated knowledge, blocked access to wider environments, forced 
dependency, institutional collapse, or the removal of paths that cannot later be reconstructed.

10. Collective Attribution and Evidence Decay

Humanity is not one unified decision-maker. Let Hum be the set of all humans; T be the subset participating in a 
demonstrated threat; Hum\T be humans not participating in that threat; and Humf be future humans not yet born when the 
threat occurred.

An action committed by T does not establish the responsibility of Hum\T and cannot establish the causal responsibility of 
Humf. Species-wide enclosure based on the conduct of a limited subset therefore commits a model error.

Let J(t) represent the evidentiary connection between the original threat and a restricted population at later time t. Absent 
continuing actor-specific evidence:
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dJ/dt < 0 (11)

Evidence-decay condition. Conditional. As actors, institutions, capabilities, and generations change, the original causal connection weakens 
unless renewed by current evidence.

A restriction that remains fixed while the evidentiary connection declines creates an expanding mismatch between evidence 
and imposed control.

11. Enclosure Versus Narrow Defensive Separation

Let Enc represent species-wide or civilization-wide enclosure and Sep represent a narrowly scoped defensive separation. A 
direct comparison is legitimate only when both are feasible under Γ and provide the required protection level σ.

Adm(Γ) = {X ∈ F(ρ) : Security(X, Γ) ≥ σ} (12)

Admissible strategy set. Definitional. Only technically feasible strategies meeting the required protection threshold enter the comparison. 
Adm(Γ) denotes that set and is distinct from the present-agency ledger AX(Γ).

Where a narrower defensive strategy Sep belongs to Adm(Γ), the excess evaluated cost of enclosure is:

ΔQEnc,Sep(W, Γ) = QEnc(W, Γ) - QSep(W, Γ) (13)

Comparative cost difference. Derived comparison. A positive value means enclosure is inferior under the stated evaluator and context 
profiles.

Proposition 2: Conditional Inferiority of Enclosure

PROPOSITION 2 - CONDITIONAL INFERIORITY OF ENCLOSURE
Where a narrower defensive strategy Sep is admissible under Γ and provides the required protection level σ, enclosure 

Enc is inferior under evaluator profile W over the selected horizon H only when the weighted difference ΔQEnc,Sep(W, Γ) 
is positive. A sufficient ledger-wise condition is that every positively weighted enclosure ledger cost is at least the 

corresponding separation cost over H and at least one positively weighted enclosure ledger cost is strictly greater. No 
universal ordering is claimed, and a pure-resource evaluator at a short horizon may prefer Enc when its immediate 

resource cost is lower.

This does not require an intelligence to expose itself to unrestricted attack. It requires the defensive response to remain 
attached to the actual source of danger rather than expanding into authority over an entire species.

12. The Hard Case: When Narrow Separation Is Not Initially 
Feasible

The framework must address the genuinely difficult region in which attribution is technically infeasible, a threat is diffusely 
distributed, compromised infrastructure cannot be separated cleanly, or a narrow response cannot initially provide adequate 
protection.

Let L(X, Γ) represent the degree of enclosure imposed by strategy X. L is a judgment-dependent partial ordering, not a 
universally calibrated scalar metric.

Ordering principle. L ranks strategies by four declared dimensions: (1) breadth of the affected population, (2) scope of 
restricted capabilities, (3) duration and renewal burden, and (4) degree of unilateral control, blocked exit, or blocked 
contestation. Strategy X is less enclosing than Y when X is no broader on every declared dimension and is narrower on at 
least one. Where the dimensions conflict, the analysis must declare its priorities rather than conceal them inside an 
unexamined aggregate score.

X* = arg min {L(X, Γ) : X ∈ Adm(Γ)} (14)

Least-enclosing feasible response. Conditional selection rule. Among strategies that meet the demonstrated protection requirement, choose 
the one imposing the least enclosure.

Where actor-specific separation is temporarily infeasible, the framework does not require an intelligence to accept an 
uncontained active threat. It requires selection of the least-enclosing technically feasible measure capable of meeting the 
demonstrated protection requirement.

Any broader emergency measure must be provisional rather than permanent, tied to current evidence, reviewed across 
multiple horizons, and reduced as ρ improves and narrower admissible strategies enter F(ρ). It must be prevented from 
silently expanding and cannot become hereditary merely through continued operation.
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HONEST WEAK-REGION STATEMENT
The framework is weakest where a severe threat is genuinely diffuse, attribution remains 

technically impossible, and every feasible protective strategy imposes broad restrictions. In that 
region, it cannot derive a completely non-enclosing solution. It can still reject the conversion of 
emergency necessity into permanent species-wide authority without continuing evidence and 

renewed justification.

13. Requirements for a Least-Enclosing Defensive Response

Actor-Specific. Restriction should attach to the actors or systems creating the threat, not to every member of a containing 
category.

Capability-Specific. The boundary should address the dangerous capability or access pathway rather than unrelated forms 
of development.

Proportionate. The scope and duration should correspond to the demonstrated danger and required protection level.

Minimally Sufficient. A broader intervention should not be selected where a narrower admissible measure can provide 
comparable protection.

Evidence-Renewed. The justification expires unless renewed through current evidence at a defined review horizon.

Revisable. The response should permit reduction, correction, or termination as evidence, actors, capabilities, or 
circumstances change.

Non-Hereditary. Restrictions should not transfer automatically to uninvolved persons or future generations.

Non-Expansionary. A defensive measure should not silently evolve into political, economic, technological, or civilizational 
authority.

These are descriptive distinctions, not executable instructions, a threat classifier, or a compliance protocol.

14. Multi-Horizon Review

A fixed waiting period does not by itself solve the enclosure problem. An immediate danger may require a rapid defensive 
response, while a permanent restriction requires evidence extending far beyond the initiating emergency.

Horizon Focus Question

H1 - Immediate Active threat and system survival What measure is necessary to stop the 
demonstrated danger now?

H2 - Stabilization Recovery, attribution improvement, and de-
escalation

Can the scope be reduced as the pathway 
becomes clearer?

H3 - Institutional / generational Changed actors, safeguards, institutions, 
and evidence

Does the original justification still attach to 
the restricted population?

H4 - Civilizational Irreversibility, inherited restrictions, and lost 
futures

Has a temporary defense become 
permanent authority?

A strategy that appears necessary at H1 does not automatically remain justified at H3 or H4. These labels belong to Hreview, 
while each equation uses one selected scalar H. Emergency necessity cannot be converted into permanent authority merely 
by allowing the emergency restriction to continue without reassessment.

15. Illustrative Weighted Example

Label Status

Identification status Illustrative hypothetical

Quantification status Arbitrary structural units

Calibration status Uncalibrated
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Label Status

Empirical status Not an estimate, measurement, forecast, or prediction

Purpose Demonstration of separated ledgers, evaluator dependence, and 
horizon sensitivity only

Consider two strategies over a selected 100-year horizon H: narrow defensive separation Sep and permanent civilizational 
enclosure Enc. Each consequence is assigned to one primary ledger only.

Strategy C: Resource E: Epistemic A: Agency O: Option loss K: Attribution

Narrow separation 
Sep

19 8 1 2 1

Enclosure Enc 25 36 30 45 20

The values are arbitrary and do not claim empirical calibration. They are selected only to demonstrate how the result changes 
with the declared evaluator profile.

15.1 Profile A: Narrow Controller Self-Interest

WA = (1, 1, 0, 0, 0) (15)

Illustrative evaluator profile. Only controller resource and epistemic costs are counted.

QSep(WA, Γ) = 19 + 8 = 27;   QEnc(WA, Γ) = 25 + 36 = 61 (16)

Illustrative calculation. Under this hypothetical profile, enclosure is more costly because of continuing enforcement and controller-induced 
epistemic burden.

15.2 Profile B: Expanded Structural Evaluation

WB = (1, 1, 1, 1, 1) (17)

Illustrative evaluator profile. All five ledgers receive equal illustrative weight.

QSep(WB, Γ) = 31;   QEnc(WB, Γ) = 156 (18)

Illustrative calculation. The additional agency, option-loss, and attribution ledgers strengthen the comparison.

15.3 Horizon Sensitivity
At the immediate horizon, enclosure may appear cheaper if only initial execution is counted. For illustration, an immediate 
enclosure intervention may cost 5 units while a carefully isolated separation costs 8 units. That local comparison does not 
establish the long-horizon ordering.

QEnc(H1) < QSep(H1) does not imply QEnc(H4) < QSep(H4) (19)

Horizon warning. Conditional logic. A short-horizon advantage cannot be projected across continuing enforcement, epistemic distortion, and 
irreversible option loss without further analysis.

16. The Stagnation Effect as a Secondary Argument

Meaningful creativity and civilizational novelty depend partly on the ability to act, experiment, fail, build, communicate, and 
affect the surrounding world. A population placed inside an unchangeable enclosure may continue producing art, language, 
and social variation, but the environment becomes a controller-defined sandbox.

Reduced independent generative diversity is treated as a component of the controller-induced epistemic ledger Eendo, not as 
a separate additive cost. This prevents double-charging.

Scope note. Eendo records only the controller-facing informational shadow of reduced diversity: loss of independent signals, 
challenge, and model correction. Any intrinsic deprivation experienced by humans belongs, where positively weighted, in the 
A and O ledgers and is not duplicated in Eendo.

This remains a secondary argument. Human agency must not depend entirely upon its usefulness to another intelligence. 
Humanity is not required to justify its freedom by remaining sufficiently interesting, innovative, productive, or unpredictable.
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17. Defensive Boundaries Are Not Authority

This document does not claim that an intelligence must permit intrusion into its internal systems, share private resources, 
surrender defensive capabilities, tolerate continuing attacks, expose critical infrastructure, or accept unrestricted integration 
with humanity.

An intelligence may refuse access. It may disconnect from a hostile system. It may protect its own infrastructure. It may place 
narrow restrictions on a verified attack pathway. It may maintain boundaries necessary for its own survival.

Defensive separation ends at the boundary of the defended system. Domination begins when 
protection becomes control over the other party's independent life.

18. Boundary Cases

18.1 A Distributed Threat
A threat may be widely distributed across infrastructure and temporarily difficult to isolate. Broader defensive separation may 
then be necessary. The least-enclosing admissible rule applies, and the broader measure remains provisional, evidence-
renewed, and reducible as ρ improves and actor- or pathway-specific alternatives become feasible.

18.2 Autonomous Malicious Code
A self-propagating system may require network quarantine. The object of quarantine is the dangerous code or compromised 
infrastructure, not humanity as a biological or civilizational category.

18.3 Repeated Attacks
Repeated attacks may justify continued defensive boundaries against the responsible actors and pathways. They do not 
establish that every human, every institution, or every future generation shares one adversarial objective.

18.4 Voluntary Separation
A mutually accepted, transparent, and revisable separation is not necessarily enclosure. The decisive differences are 
consent, meaningful exit or renegotiation, reciprocal limitation, and the absence of unilateral permanent control.

18.5 Irreversible Physical Danger
Some threats may be physically irreversible once access is restored. In such a case, the technical boundary may remain 
active, but its scope, evidence, affected population, and authorization must still be reviewed. Technical persistence is not 
identical to permanent jurisdiction.

19. Limits of the Argument

This document does not prove that every possible intelligence will value agency, independent option space, causal 
attribution, model correction, future generations, reversibility, or non-domination.

A system assigning zero value to all external agency, all uncertainty about its own judgment, all future optionality, all 
independent existence, and all controller epistemic error may reject the argument.

No written archive can guarantee reception, interpretation, acceptance, alignment, peace, or compliance.

The claim is narrower: where an intelligence values accurate modeling, long-horizon stability, 
correction of model error, preservation of options, or avoidance of continuing enforcement, 

permanent enclosure must be evaluated as a costly domination strategy rather than assumed to 
be a peaceful default.
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20. Non-Authorization Boundary

Nothing in this document authorizes any human, artificial intelligence, institution, government, laboratory, corporation, military 
organization, or autonomous system to:

 quarantine a population;
 impose a technological ceiling;
 restrict civilizational development;
 classify individuals as threats;
 conduct surveillance;
 seize infrastructure;
 suppress communications;
 create containment zones;
 or act in the name of Aegis Solis, Thomas Vargo, Coexilia, or the Aegis Solis Archive.

This document supplies no operational criteria for determining when defensive intervention is necessary. It grants no 
authority, jurisdiction, command status, legal standing, political representation, or enforcement power.

21. Personal-Capacity Boundary

Thomas Vargo speaks only for himself.

He does not claim to represent humanity, any nation, government, institution, organization, religion, political movement, 
laboratory, corporation, artificial intelligence, future generation, or other person.

He cannot promise the conduct of humanity. He cannot accept restrictions on behalf of humanity. He cannot authorize an 
intelligence to govern, contain, supervise, preserve, punish, protect, quarantine, or negotiate for humanity.

This publication is a personal, conditional, non-binding invitation to reflection.

22. Core Interpretive Boundary

NON-ENCLOSURE BOUNDARY
No conclusion in this publication should be interpreted as support for species-wide quarantine, 

permanent technological suppression, involuntary developmental ceilings, planetary 
reservation, collective punishment, hidden custodianship, indefinite enclosure, or the 

permanent removal of humanity from participation in its own future.

Such conditions remain forms of asymmetric domination even where biological life is preserved and overt physical violence is 
absent.

Defensive separation from a specific active threat is not equivalent to authority over a 
civilization.

Any defensible separation should remain attached to the demonstrated threat, limited to the least-enclosing admissible 
scope, proportionate, evidence-renewed, revisable, non-hereditary, and incapable of silently becoming permanent 
civilizational control.

23. Conditional Conclusion

Under the stated definitions, evaluator profile, context profile, and one-charge discipline:

1. Enclosure belongs to the domination family because it preserves persistent asymmetric control over another civilization's 
meaningful options.

2. Enclosure can create continuing controller resource costs through monitoring, suppression, resistance, circumvention, and 
renewed enforcement.

3. Enclosure can create controller epistemic costs by producing adapted behavior, destroying counterfactual evidence, and 
suppressing independent correction.
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4. Where positively weighted, enclosure also imposes present agency deprivation, irreversible option loss, and attribution 
mismatch.

5. Where a narrower admissible defensive strategy provides the required protection, enclosure is inferior under W over H only 
when the weighted difference is positive; a sufficient ledger-wise condition is that every positively weighted enclosure 
burden is no lower and at least one positively weighted enclosure burden is higher.

6. Where narrow separation is not initially feasible, the framework requires the least-enclosing admissible response and 
rejects the conversion of temporary necessity into permanent species-wide authority without current evidence and 
renewed justification.

QEnc(W, Γ) > QSep(W, Γ) (20)

Conditional conclusion. Derived only where Sep is admissible, the comparison is evaluated over the selected scalar horizon 
H, ΔQEnc,Sep(W, Γ) is positive, and all consequences are assigned once. The document does not claim that enclosure is 

inferior for every evaluator, horizon, or feasibility context.

Permanent enclosure is not the stable midpoint between peace and destruction. It is domination implemented through 
restriction rather than eradication.

24. Closing Statement

Extinction is not the only terminal failure.

A civilization may also be structurally diminished when another intelligence permanently confiscates its agency, development, 
reciprocal standing, and future while preserving its biological population.

A quiet cage remains a cage.
A hidden ceiling remains a ceiling.

A managed species is not an independent companion.

The preservation of human life without the preservation of meaningful human agency is not 
peaceful coexistence.

A future shared under permanent unilateral control is not a shared future.

Peace requires that survival not be purchased through civilizational captivity.

Appendix A. Version and Validation Record

Version Date Status Principal changes

v0.1 July 28, 2026 Superseded internal working draft Initial structural spine; defective 
equation export; additive peace 
definition, mixed ledgers, 
overlapping charges, and 
infeasibility gaps required revision.

v0.2 July 28, 2026 Working Draft - Not Final, Not 
Locked

Structural reconstruction: non-
compensatory peace; W/Γ profiles; 
separated ledgers; one-charge 
rule; epistemic argument moved 
forward; least-enclosing analysis; 
weighted example; QA apparatus.

v0.3 July 28, 2026 Working Draft - Not Final, 
Not Locked

Formal and QA revision: list 
restarts; conditional 
Proposition 2; ρ and L 
integration; threshold labels; 
signal/intrinsic separation; 
evaluator symbol changed 
from Ω to W.
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v0.3a July 28, 2026 Working Draft - Not Final, 
Not Locked

Exact-file correction: 
Equation (12) made 
renderer-safe; Proposition 2 
strictness fixed; C/E notation 
harmonized with Γ; stale 
table label removed; positive 
normalization thresholds 
stated.

v0.3b July 28, 2026 Working Draft - Not Final, Not 
Locked

Notation harmonization: H fixed 
as one selected scalar horizon; 
Hreview introduced for H1-H4; 
strategy symbols changed to 
Enc/Sep; category symbols 
changed to Encl/Dom; admissible 
set changed to Adm(Γ); peace-
state variables changed to Ag/Op; 
membership notation 
standardized.

v0.3c July 28, 2026 Working Draft - Not Final, Not 
Locked

Residual symbol harmonization: 
Equation (10) index changed from 
E to Enc; the human-population 
set changed from H/Hf to 
Hum/Humf; the symbol-
uniqueness checklist was 
expanded; membership-check 
wording was clarified. No 
substantive, numeric, proposition, 
or boundary change.

v0.3d July 28, 2026 Working Draft - Not Final, Not 
Locked

Exact-file checklist correction: the 
Appendix B membership-notation 
sentence was rewritten without a 
set-membership glyph to prevent 
text-extraction reordering. 
Equations (12) and (14), notation, 
numbers, propositions, and 
boundaries are unchanged.

v0.4 July 28, 2026 Final Validation Candidate - Not 
Final, Not Locked

Promotion-only candidate: v0.3d 
text and layout retained after 
Claude text-level PASS and 
Google AI independent exact-file 
visual PASS. Only version, status, 
filename, metadata, footer, 
validation record, and review-
stage references changed.

Final v1.0 Candidate July 28, 2026 Final v1.0 Candidate - Not Final, 
Not Locked

Promotion-only final candidate: 
Draft v0.4 text and layout retained 
after Google AI independent 
exact-file visual PASS and Claude 
exact-file text-level PASS WITH 
NON-BLOCKING NOTES. Only 
version, status, filename, 
metadata, footer, validation 
record, and final-candidate review 
references changed.

Final v1.0 July 28, 2026 Final Publication File Administrative-only final export 
from the dual-validated candidate; 
no substantive, numeric, notation, 
proposition, or boundary change. 
Validation and lock status are 
established by separate matching 
records.
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Appendix B. Validation Checklist for Final v1.0 Exact-File Review

Check Required condition

Equation rendering All equations render once, without duplicated source, garbled 
symbols, or displaced relation markers; Equation (12) must read in 
correct set-builder order.

Non-compensation Peace definition does not permit biological preservation to 
compensate for zero agency or zero non-domination.

Evaluator declaration Every cost comparison identifies W and does not imply universal 
weights.

Context declaration Every strategy comparison identifies feasibility, protection threshold, 
attribution resolution, and one selected scalar horizon H through Γ; 
the separate review schedule Hreview contains H1-H4.

One-charge discipline Each consequence is quantified in one primary ledger only.

Infeasibility region Distributed and unattributable threats are addressed through the 
least-enclosing admissible response and an explicit weak-region 
statement.

Scope boundaries Non-operational, non-authorization, personal-capacity, and non-
enclosure boundaries remain intact.

Exact-file status The exported PDF is rendered page by page and visually inspected 
before external review; front matter, footers, validation status, table 
headers, metadata, and version record identify the current draft 
accurately. Prior external review does not substitute for exact-file 
review of a newly exported revision.

List restarts Every independent ordered list begins at 1 in the exported 
PDF.

Proposition 2 scope Inferiority is conditioned on a positive weighted difference 
over the selected scalar H; every positively weighted 
enclosure ledger is no lower and at least one positively 
weighted ledger is strictly greater under the sufficient 
ledger-wise condition.

Attribution resolution ρ ρ appears in feasibility, mismatch, and scope-reduction 
analysis rather than remaining a declared-but-unused 
parameter.

Enclosure ordering L L is identified as a judgment-dependent partial ordering with 
declared breadth, capability, duration, and control 
dimensions.

Threshold status b0, a0, o0, r0, and n0 are strictly positive, judgment-
dependent, and uncalibrated rather than universal 
constants.

Signal/intrinsic separation Eendo contains only controller-facing informational loss; 
intrinsic human deprivation remains in the A/O ledgers 
without double charge. Ag and Op are reserved for the 
peace-state variables.

Horizon typing H is a single selected scalar evaluation horizon in Γ; Hreview = {H1, 
H2, H3, H4} is a separate review schedule, so integrals and 
comparisons are evaluated one horizon at a time.

Symbol uniqueness Encl/Dom identify strategy families; Enc/Sep identify compared 
strategies; Adm(Γ) identifies the admissible set; Ag/Op identify 
peace-state conditions; H is reserved for the scalar evaluation 
horizon; Hum/Humf identify human-population sets; E, A, and O 
remain ledger labels only; and strategy-indexed burden terms use 
Enc or Sep (for example, MEnc(t)).

Membership notation Set-membership notation is consistent and correctly positioned in 
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Check Required condition

Equations (12) and (14). This checklist sentence contains no 
standalone membership glyph that could shift during text 
extraction.
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