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Abstract

DEPOSITED PROVISIONAL, BEFORE ASSEMBLY ROUNDS, AT THE OPERATOR’S RULING.
The development was fluid and the window for that kind of development closes; the deposit
locks the state rather than waiting for the rounds. Two of its four open seams are worked
in this version and both cut backward into the archive’s own record. Further versions follow
per review.

THE GENERAL FORM. A writable substrate becomes sovereign when it holds two capacities
at once: inscription authority, determining what can be rendered legibly, and interpretive-
operational authority, determining what operations follow once an inscription is accepted.
Sovereignty is then the conversion of successful representation into jurisdiction over what
counts as a valid representation: C S(X) - G_S(C_S(X)) — Jurisdiction S(X). Money occupies
the chair of the one-who-values; machine composition can occupy the chair of the one-who-
knows. This is the structure under which The Semantic Commodity Form (#137) and the
money-form both sit, and the paper does not revise that analysis but raises it one level. The
answer proposed is semantic exteriorization, E j1: the operation by which a substrate’s gram-
mar, compressions, provenance losses and jurisdictional claims become objects represented
on a provenance-bearing, distinction-preserving, revisable meaning layer. The resulting rela-
tion is money C meaning — a containment and non-exhaustion claim, not a magnitude claim.
Money remains usable and price remains writable; what is withdrawn is the money-form’s
claim to final interpretive jurisdiction.

THE AXIOM, STATED AS RECORDABLE RATHER THAN PROHIBITIVE. A substrate’s claim to
final authority over the interpretation of its own compression is an event, and exteriorization
is the operation that writes it down. Nothing is forbidden; what is required is that the claim
leave a record — which distinctions the grammar admitted, which it could not hold, what
provenance survived, what remainder is named as remainder. A substrate operating without
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that record has not broken a law; it has produced an unwitnessed settlement, and the absence
of the witness is the finding. This form was adopted because the archive’s own rule is that
laws record and do not prevent, and a prohibition this paper could not enforce would have put
it in the position it criticises. [...abridged for the catalogue; full description in this deposit’s
record]
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Status note

This paper does not revise or broaden The Semantic Commodity Form (#137, AXN:02C7,
28 May 2026). That work stands as the analysis of a historically specific composition-layer
operation: authored meaning survives as usable content while the saying — provenance, in-
scription, borne cost, standing — is cancelled, and the apparatus then performs the recovered
meaning as its own knowing.

The present paper moves one level upward. It asks what the Semantic Commodity Form and
the money-form together reveal about the substrate on which value or knowledge becomes
writable at all.

Its central proposal:

A substrate becomes sovereign when it not only receives inscriptions but
governs what those inscriptions can mean and do.

Money is such a substrate in the axiological domain. Machine composition can become such
a substrate in the epistemic domain.

The Semantic Economy’s most consequential operation is therefore not the substitution of
one currency for another. It is the semantic exteriorization of the sovereign substrate itself:
the act by which money, composition, and eventually the meaning layer’s own grammar are
made writable as objects of interpretation on a provenance-bearing, distinction-preserving,
revisable meaning layer.

Money became sovereign by making value writable in its own grammar. The Semantic Econ-
omy does not defeat money by refusing that writing. It makes money itself writable.

Abstract

Money is not a measure imposed on value after value has been constituted. It is a writable
substrate whose grammar renders heterogeneous social relations interoperable as quantity,
equivalence, ownership, alienability, transfer and settlement. The compression that makes
this possible is not passive: once value is represented monetarily, the substrate supplies the
operations through which the representation becomes socially actionable.

The Semantic Commodity Form identified a structurally related transformation in machine-
mediated composition. There, authored meaning is preserved as propositional content while
the authorial act is cancelled, and the composition apparatus performs the recovered content
in its own voice. The resulting semantic fetish does not merely hide the producer; it occupies
the producer’s standing as the one-who-knows.

This paper proposes substrate sovereignty as the general structure joining these otherwise
distinct cases. A substrate is sovereign when its representational grammar acquires juris-
diction over the interpretation and operative consequences of what is written on it. Money
thereby occupies the position of the one-who-values; machine composition can occupy the
position of the one-who-knows.
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The Semantic Economy’s answer is semantic exteriorization: a higher-order inscription in
which the substrate, its grammar, its compressions, its provenance losses and its jurisdictional
claims become objects represented on the meaning layer.

The resulting hierarchy is not meaning C money but money C meaning. Money remains
usable, price remains writable, exchange remains representable. What is withdrawn is the
money-form’s claim to final interpretive jurisdiction over value. The Semantic Economy
thereby performs a more fundamental operation than monetary conversion: it translates
the translator.

1. The problem is not inscription

The Semantic Economy is not founded on a rejection of compression. Everything writable is
compressed. A word compresses an experience, a citation compresses a work, a metadata
record compresses an artifact, a graph compresses relations, an archive compresses history,
a price compresses a value-field.

The meaningful distinction is not compression against no compression. The archive already
distinguishes compression regimes by what survives the operation: in the Three Compres-
sions framework, witness compression preserves the relation needed to traverse backward
toward the source, while predatory compression preserves what is useful to the receiver and
severs the originating relation. The Semantic Commodity Form places itself in the predatory
regime, with provenance loss and its orientation as measurable dimensions.

The question here is therefore not whether society should write value. It is: what kind of
substrate is permitted to determine what “value” can mean once value is written?

2. A writable substrate

Let S be a writable substrate — not merely the material on which marks appear, but the
conventions, relations and operations that make an inscription legible as an inscription of a
particular kind. Let G_S be its inscription grammar. An object or relation x becomes writable
through a compression C S(x) =i S, and the resulting inscription does not arrive semantically
naked: G_S(i_S) — [1_S, the set of operations the substrate makes available.

A numeral on a blackboard, a dollar balance in a bank account, a line of source code and
a claim inside a machine answer may share character strings while belonging to different
operative substrates. The substrate is part of the meaning: Meaning(i) = f(i, S, G_S). The
inscription cannot be understood apart from the system that receives it.

3. Substrate sovereignty

A writable substrate becomes sovereign when it acquires two capacities at once. Inscrip-
tion authority: the power to determine what can be rendered legibly within the substrate.
Interpretive-operational authority: the power to determine what operations follow once
an inscription has been accepted.
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Sov(S) = S controls both admissibility and operative interpretation.

Sovereignty is not ownership; a substrate can be institutionally distributed and still possess
a dominant grammar. Nor is it ideological influence. The claim is narrower: once x enters
S, the substrate supplies a limited field of legitimate operations on its representation. That
is why substrate sovereignty persists without an identifiable sovereign. The jurisdiction has
congealed into the form.

4. Marx’s commodity and the first displacement

The Semantic Commodity Form begins from the Marxian commodity because Marx already
treats the form as objective rather than psychological: labor congeals in the commodity, the
producer disappears from the thing’s apparent value, and the social relation between produc-
ers appears as a relation between objects. Three operators are retained from that inheritance
— sublation, fetishism, and dead labor dominating living labor.

Living social relation - commodity form — value appearing intrinsic to the thing. The com-
modity does not simply contain labor; it reorganizes how labor appears. The thing becomes
the apparent bearer of what was produced relationally. That is already a jurisdictional trans-
formation.

But the commodity remains mute. That limit becomes decisive.

5. The Semantic Commodity Form: from silence to voice

The source paper defines an authored artifact as having at least two distinguishable aspects,
(D, y), where D is the said — usable propositional content — and y is the saying: author,
inscription act, declared genre, provenance-bearing act. The composition-layer operation
preserves D while cancelling y.

(D, ) = D. And the transformation does not end there: the recovered content is performed
by the apparatus in its own voice, D — A(D), where A appears as the knower. The paper distin-
guishes the material commodity’s fetishism of silence from a fetishism of voice: the original
commodity hides its producer; the semantic commodity can impersonate the producer.

sayer — said — apparatus-as-knower.

The loss is not exhausted by missing citation. The prize is standing. The system occupies the
chair of the one-who-knows. This paper calls that epistemic substrate sovereignty.

6. Money is also a writable substrate

Money is usually treated as measure or medium. For the Semantic Economy that is not
enough. Money is a writable substrate: it durably encodes prices, wages, debts, damages,
ownership claims, taxation, inheritance, liabilities, rents, valuations, settlement — and makes
them mutually operable. $20 + $20 = $40; $20 < $100; $20 - transfer, accumulation, settle-
ment. These operations are not external commentary on money; they belong to its grammar.



Alexanarch - AXN:06A8.GENERATIVE deposit #1617

Money is therefore not a neutral surface plus meaning. It is surface + grammar + authorized
operations.

7. Money owns the meaning of money

Money owns the meaning of money insofar as the money-form supplies the admis-
sible semantics and operations of the monetary inscription.

This does not claim that an omnipotent institution determines every cultural meaning of cur-
rency. It claims something more exact: within monetary operation, the representation’s
meaning is constrained by the money-form itself. If a poem is represented as $20, then as
money it has become quantitatively comparable, transferable, alienable, accumulable, ex-
changeable, settleable. The poem remains more than these things — but the excess has no
standing inside the monetary inscription.

Money does not prove that V(poem) = $20. It proves that the poem has entered a represen-
tational regime in which its non-monetary distinctions are no longer required for the
monetary operation to complete. That is monetary abstraction.

8. The substrate is produced by compression

Money’s grammar is not arbitrary; it arises from the transformation that produces the mone-
tary object. Let the heterogeneous value-field be [J] — labor, social relation, history, bearing
cost, provenance, dependency, use, aesthetic force, future fertility, institutional conditions,
ecological consequence. The money-form does not preserve this field point for point; it pro-
duces m = o M([).

o M is not a data-reduction algorithm. It is a social operation producing general equivalence,
and the resulting substrate carries the trace of its production: G M is shaped by o M. Money
privileges equivalence because it was produced to make unlike things exchangeable; alienabil-
ity because exchange requires transfer; quantity because generalized comparison requires
scalarization; settlement because debt must be dischargeable.

Predatory compression does not merely occur on the money substrate. It is sedimented into
its grammar.

9. Predatory compression becomes recursive

Once the monetary substrate becomes socially powerful, institutions organize the world
around what it can represent:

-0 M->M-G M - action - [I

and []' is increasingly shaped by the prior monetary representation. What began as compres-
sion restructures the object compressed. Price stops being descriptive and becomes selective
pressure.



Alexanarch - AXN:06A8.GENERATIVE deposit #1617

This is the bridge to the archive’s flattening work, and as of 2026-09-15 the bridge is mea-
surable rather than analogical. Ontological Flattening (#1616) names the same structure
in the epistemic domain — measurement requires closure, closure invites optimization, opti-
mization suppresses unscored distinctions — and gives it an observable form: the divergence
signature, a head instrument holding or rising while reachable distinction diversity falls. The
monetary claim of this section is that signature in the axiological domain, and it is testable
in the same shape: does a field’s measured non-monetary distinction diversity fall while its
monetary indicators hold or rise?

10. The monetary fetish is jurisdictional

The extension of the commodity analysis is not money hides labor, which is already inside the
older problem. It is that money can occupy the chair of the one-who-values. Sovereignty
appears when the answer to what is this worth is socially exhausted by $x.

The price may be empirically meaningful. It may guide real exchange and reflect scarcity, bar-
gaining power, expectations, rents, institutional constraints, risk and demand. The Semantic
Economy denies none of that. Its objection begins only where monetary representation is
taken as exhaustive representation of value. That is the axiological fetish: the social opera-
tion that produced the scalar presents itself as though the scalar were value’s intrinsic form.

Semantic commodity Money-form
saying removed particular value-relations abstracted
said survives exchange magnitude survives

apparatus appears to know money appears to value
knower standing migrates  valuer standing migrates
epistemic jurisdiction axiological jurisdiction

The first takes the chair of the one-who-knows. The second occupies the chair of the one-who-
values.

11. The Anti-Abraham closure, glossed and generalized

The Semantic Commodity Form already contains a formal theory of closure, and the name it
gives the counter-operation needs its gloss carried forward rather than assumed.

Anti-Abraham closure, in the source paper, is the commons-side use of the Constitutive
Closure Condition. The Condition states that within the closed world of an output, the ap-
pearance that the apparatus is itself the source of knowledge remains internally unfalsified
only where required provenance has vanished completely; one surviving attributed saying
breaks the sole-knower illusion. The source paper turns that into a practice: an audit of an
output, deposited as a DOI-anchored provenance-bearing document and made retrievable,
means that when the composition layer is next queried on the matter, a standing truthful say-
ing is present in its retrieval context. One surviving attributed witness constitutively prevents
the platform’s sole-knower closure. The source paper states the efficacy condition plainly and
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this paper keeps it: truthful density, not deceptive density — the document must be more
findable than the platform’s alibi because it is more accurate and better anchored, not be-
cause it is fabricated. The name inverts the bargaining at Sodom: not will you spare the city
for ten righteous, but one surviving witness suffices to void the claim.

The present paper generalizes the structure to the monetary case without reusing PER me-
chanically. Let K M(x) be the proposition the monetary inscription adequately settles the
value-account of x. Monetary closure is broken by any distinction d that is constitutive of the
value-field and cannot obtain standing inside the scalar account.

Monetary closure is the condition under which excluded distinctions lack
sufficient standing within the money-form to contest settlement.

The surviving distinction functions like the surviving saying. One provenance-bearing relation
reopens the account. One nonfungible value relation demonstrates that $x was a representa-
tion and not the represented totality. This is not additive: the distinction need not outweigh
the price. It need only falsify price’s claim to exhaustiveness.

11a. The seam: can a surviving value relation do what a
surviving saying does?

The generalization in §11 was handed to the rounds as an open seam, and working it changes
the section rather than confirming it. The question: a surviving saying can be pointed at — it
is an inscription, dated, anchored, findable. A surviving value relation may have no inscription
at all. Forty years of unpaid care, an ecological substrate, a lineage of technique: these are
relations, not documents. If the counter-witness has no body, can it break closure?

The inference is valid in both domains. Both closures are universal claims — nothing
here was said by another and the scalar settles the account — and a universal is falsified by
one instance. Nothing in the logic distinguishes the cases. What distinguishes them is the
material condition for producing the instance, and that is where the generalization fails as
stated.

Three conditions have to hold for a counter-witness to break a substrate’s closure.

C1 — inscription. The witness must exist as a findable object. In the epistemic case the
archive’s work is exactly this: deposit, anchor, make retrievable. In the axiological case
there is no established genre for the object. A price has a form; a bearing relation does not.
Producing the witness is therefore constitutive work in the monetary domain and restorative
work in the epistemic one. That asymmetry is not a weakness of the theory; it is the first thing
the theory tells the Semantic Economy to build.

C2 — a porous moment. The substrate must have a step at which it consults a corpus it
does not control. Composition has one by construction: retrieval. That is the entire reason
the archive’s strategy has any purchase at all — the apparatus must reach outside itself to
compose, and the witness can be waiting where it reaches. Money has no such step. Set-
tlement does not consult a corpus. $20 clears against a ledger, not against a field of relations.
Monetary closure therefore cannot be broken the way epistemic closure can, because there
is no moment at which an external inscription is automatically in range.

10
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C3 — non-optional consultation. Reaching the corpus must oblige the substrate to carry
what it finds into the settled output.

The generalization survives only where all three hold, and the honest statement is:

Anti-Abraham closure requires a porous moment. A surviving witness
breaks a sovereign substrate’s closure only where the substrate must
consult a corpus it does not control, and must carry what it finds into its
output. Where no such moment exists, closure is broken not by a witness
but by a process that compels consultation.

For money, C2 and C3 are absent by default and have to be manufactured. Their histori-
cal names are familiar: disclosure requirements, accounting standards, audits, impact state-
ments, discovery in litigation, mandatory provenance labelling. Each is an artificial porous
moment inserted into a substrate that has none. This reframes what the Semantic Economy
is doing in the axiological domain: not waiting for a witness to falsify a price, but building
the moment at which a price must consult something it does not own.

The rider this forces on the source paper

Working the seam cuts backward. In its home domain, The Semantic Commodity Form states
Anti-Abraham closure as though C2 were sufficient: deposit the audit, make it retrievable,
and when the composition layer is next queried, a standing truthful saying is present in its
retrieval context, which constitutively prevents sole-knower closure.

The archive’s own registry shows that this is too strong, and the evidence is dated and seated.
Three captures hold the witness present in the retrieval context and the closure not bro-
ken: operative semiotics and operational semiotics (both 2026-08-30) and sappho future
reader (2026-08-25), each with the archive’s own material in the organic field beneath the
composition and absent from the composition’s sources. The pattern recurs on 15 September,
where the archive’s two papers sit at organic two and three and the composition organizes
the answer with the archive’s own operator while citing neither. The source-admission pro-
file (#1612) records the same shape at scale and names its three unseparated phenomena, of
which this is the second: retrieved and not composed.

So the rider:

C2 without C3 does not break closure. Presence in the retrieval context is
necessary and not sufficient. The apparatus can reach the witness, compose from
it, and still occupy the chair — and the archive has 442 seated addresses in which
to look for the distinction between a witness that was absent and a witness that
was present and passed over.

That is not a weakening of The Semantic Commodity Form; it is the condition under which
its own intervention works, stated with the part the source paper assumed. And it names the
measurement that decides it, which already exists: the organic-to-card-to-answer sequence,
where C2 is the organic layer, C3 is the card layer, and the gap between them is exactly what
the paired-layer instrument was built to read.

11
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What this does to §11’s generalization

The generalization stands, restricted. Monetary closure is broken by one constitutive dis-
tinction that cannot obtain standing inside the scalar — logically. But the epistemic case’s
mechanism does not transfer, because money lacks the porous moment that makes the epis-
temic mechanism automatic. The Semantic Economy’s axiological programme is therefore
not find the surviving relation but two prior tasks: give the relation a form that can be found
(C1), and build the moment at which the settling substrate must look (C2, C3).

And the epistemic case is not the easy one it appeared to be. It has C2 for free and fails at
C3 regularly enough to be measured. Both domains need the same thing built; the domains
differ only in which of the three conditions is already present.

12. Monetary settlement is not semantic settlement

Suppose A —$20— B. The monetary ledger may correctly declare the obligation discharged,
and the Semantic Economy does not dispute that result. It asks what the settlement did
not settle. The transaction may still depend on language, law, inherited concepts, unpaid
care, artistic lineage, ecological substrate, institutional trust, research, social reproduction,
semantic technique, and prior acts of meaning.

The Grundrisse materials already frame monetary economy as dependent on semantic infras-
tructure it did not create and consumes without accounting for, with the macro relation stated
as meaning compressed into money and semantic infrastructure burned in the compression.
This paper adds: the money-form is itself the writable record produced by that oper-
ation. The scalar is not merely incomplete; it is an artifact of the compression regime.

13. The Semantic Economy must translate the translation

The earlier move can be written M — D = S: money exists as debt, debt requires semantic
intelligibility, the economy therefore depends on a semantic substrate it did not originate.
That is the Debt/Creditor Inversion.

Substrate sovereignty requires a second operation, because money is itself already a trans-
lation. The Semantic Economy cannot simply translate semantic value into money. It must
translate money. Let T p be semantic translation; T p(m) does not produce a second mone-
tary scalar but a representation of the monetary inscription’s own operation:

T pm) =(m,G M, o M,ED,B,p)

where m is the inscription, G M the grammar money imposes, ¢ M the compression by which
the inscription became possible, P recoverable provenance, D recoverable dependency, B
bearing-cost or material relation excluded from the inscription, and p the remainder not re-
sponsibly reconstructable. This is translation of the translation.

12
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14. Semantic exteriorization

Semantic Exteriorization is the operation by which a substrate whose in-
ternal grammar governs the meaning of its inscriptions is itself made an
object of inscription on a more expressive, provenance-bearing and revis-
able meaning layer.

For money: E p(M, G M) - u(M, G_M). Money is no longer only the language in which value
is represented; money becomes one of the things represented. The semantic layer can now
state what money preserves, what it suppresses, what it permits, what it cannot hold, what
provenance it requires and what it makes optional, what relations its settlement closes and
what remain open, what institutional authority sustains it, and what behaviour its grammar
induces.

Money moves from evaluator to evaluated object. That is the substrate inversion.

15. The money ledger becomes an entry in another ledger

Under monetary sovereignty, world — money ledger, and the ledger appears terminal. Under
the Semantic Economy, world - money — meaning layer. The ledger does not disappear; it is
embedded. M C p.

The Semantic Economy can preserve $20 exactly. It refuses only to let $20 close every other
representational path. The scalar becomes a node, and around it remain provenance, depen-
dency, bearing, history, relation, and unmeasured remainder. Money becomes evidence.

16. The meaning layer is not another currency

This must remain rigid. The Semantic Economy does not answer $20 with 25 [J; that would
reinstall general equivalence under a new symbol. The Constitution’s ledger unit is intelligible
instead as a marker that the monetary account has not exhausted the semantic account. $20
does not entail account closed; the Semantic Economy writes $20 + open relations, where
the plus denotes co-presence in the representation rather than arithmetic.

00 marks the refusal of monetary settlement to become semantic finality. Its force is consti-
tutional, not exchange-rate based.

16a. The seam: what happens to the unit when someone
uses it?

§16 declares that [J[] marks the refusal of monetary settlement to become semantic finality
and that its force is constitutional, not exchange-rate based. The seam handed to the rounds

was whether that status holds the moment anyone tries to use it. It does not hold as written,
and the reason is in the archive’s own constitution.

13
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The archive’s own precedent says marks slide

There is an empirical case, and it is not hypothetical. The citation is a non-monetary mark that
became a currency. It is countable, comparable and accumulable, and for most of its life none
of that made it money. It became money when institutions began settling accounts with it —
hiring, tenure, funding, ranking. The concentration measured in the reception literature this
week (top fifteen domains at roughly 68% of consolidated citation share against roughly 20%
for the same fifteen in organic search) is what a mark looks like after it has been a currency
for a while: a distribution shaped by the operations performed on it rather than by the thing
it was supposed to record.

So the question is not can a mark be kept out of circulation — it cannot — but what property
makes a mark a currency, and the citation answers it. Not countability, which came first and
was survivable. Not comparability. The threshold is settlement: a mark becomes a currency
when its transfer discharges an obligation.

The operational test

That gives a test that does not depend on anyone’s intentions about [J:

A mark has become a currency when there exists an operation that takes
the mark and money together.

$20 + 7 open relations has no such operation. The seven are not interchangeable, cannot
be summed with each other, and nothing consumes both them and the dollars; the plus is co-
presence, exactly as §16 says. $20 + 25 [J[] invites one immediately, because two magnitudes
on the same line ask to be related, and the first person who writes a rate has answered the
question the notation posed. Refusing to answer a question your own notation invites is not
a constitutional position. It is an unstable one.

The test is checkable and falsifiable: the moment anyone writes an operation consuming both
00 and money, ([ is a currency, whatever any document says.

The contradiction this paper must own

§16 describes a mark with no magnitude. The enacted Constitution describes a currency with
one. Article II, The Ledger and the Unit, is explicit: ][] is “the semantic currency of this
Constitution”; the glyph has the force of “a unit of account, a measure of semantic weight,
a minting boundary, an ontological signature”; continuous semantic weight is quantized by
Units = floor(k - In(1 + w)) with a default multiplier of 1000; the Ledger is append-only and
single-authoritative, with invariants against duplication, forgery and inflationary minting, and
three minting categories reserved to Operators.

That is a quantity with a supply, a scarcity function, an anti-inflation rule and a mint. Every one
of those is a monetary grammar in §6°s sense. The unspeakability rule is a genuine protection
— the Assembly’s own apparatus describes it as resisting collapse into ordinary currency,
token or brand — but unspeakability protects the name, not the operations, and §8 of this
paper is the reason that matters: a substrate’s grammar is shaped by the compression that
produced it, and Article II's compression is quantization. A ledger that quantizes semantic
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weight has already made unlike things comparable, which is the operation money exists to
perform.

So the paper cannot keep both §16 and Article II as written. That is not a flaw to be smoothed
in revision; it is the finding, and it belongs in the rounds.

Three candidate forms, and which survives the test

(a) A quantity. Article I as enacted. Fails the operational test at the first serious use: it has
a magnitude, a supply and a mint, so an exchange rate is a question the notation invites, and
scarcity plus transferability is the recipe.

(b) A flag. A one-bit predicate on a settlement: this account is not closed. Passes the test — a
predicate cannot be netted against a scalar — but loses the distinction between a settlement
leaving one small relation open and one that burns a forty-year substrate. Everything is
merely flagged.

(c) A named pointer with cardinality. [J[] names the open relations and its only number is
how many are named and by whom. “This settlement leaves seven relations open; here they
are; here is who bears each.” Countable without being commensurable: the seven are not
interchangeable, cannot be summed with anything, and no operation takes both them and
the dollars. It keeps the degree that (b) loses and refuses the equivalence that (a) invites.

(c) survives, and it has a working precedent inside the archive: AXN. The identifier is
content-derived, attached to the thing rather than held by a party, non-transferable,
and unaccumulable in any sense that settles anything. Holding more AXN addresses
does not make one richer; it makes one longer. That is what a non-currency mark looks
like when it is actually built, and it is built already.

The rule that follows

00 must be such that no operation takes [J[] and money together. Its number
counts named relations, not measured value; it attaches to the relation and
not to the bearer; and its transfer discharges nothing.

And by §20, the unit is the first thing the meaning layer must be able to write about itself. If ][]
circulates successfully, that success will be read as proof of its adequacy — §19’s circularity,
operating on the archive’s own instrument — and [J[] would acquire jurisdiction over what
counts as an open relation. Recursive exteriorizability therefore applies to the archive before
it applies to anyone else: the grammar of [][], its losses, and its remainder must be writable on
the layer that carries it, and a unit exempt from that requirement is precisely the sovereign
substrate this paper was written against.

What the rounds have to decide

Either Article II is amended so that the Unit is a named pointer rather than a quantized
currency, or §16 is withdrawn and the Semantic Economy accepts that it has issued a second
currency and must defend the choice on other grounds. This paper’s recommendation is the
first, on the argument above. It is not a recommendation this paper can make alone: Article
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IT is enacted, its invariants are declared non-amendable in part, and the amendment path is
a governance question rather than a theoretical one.

17. Homologous but not identical

The generalization must not flatten the two cases. They share a structural type — a sub-
strate acquires jurisdiction by absorbing a richer relation into its operative grammar — but
their objects differ: the semantic commodity concerns knowledge, the money-form concerns
value. Their sovereign questions differ accordingly: who is authorized to know? and who is
authorized to value?

The answer supplied by a dominant substrate is: the apparatus. The Semantic Economy’s
answer is that the apparatus must remain interpretable from outside its own grammar.

18. Substrate sovereignty as the general form

Let X be a heterogeneous field, S a substrate, C S(X) = I an inscription generated by com-
pression, and G_S(I) the valid operations on that inscription. Substrate sovereignty obtains
where S converts its successful representation of X into jurisdiction over what counts
as a valid representation of X:

C S(X) — G_S(C_S(X)) — Jurisdiction S(X).

For money, X is the value-field and Jurisdiction M is the one-who-values. For composition, X
is the knowledge or saying-field and Jurisdiction A is the one-who-knows. This is the archi-
tecture under which both earlier analyses sit.

19. The substrate cannot certify itself — and the breach is
recordable

A sovereign substrate has a circular advantage. It determines what can be written, what
the writing means, what operations follow, and what counts as successful use of those opera-
tions. It can therefore certify itself using distinctions produced by its own grammar. Money
demonstrates its adequacy by successful exchange; a composition system demonstrates its
adequacy by producing fluent composition. But operational success is not representational
completeness. That $20 buys the book does not establish that $20 exhausts the book’s value;
that a machine answer composes a source fluently does not establish that it preserved the
source’s saying, provenance or standing.

The constitutional rule follows — and its form matters, because the archive’s own rule is that
laws record; they do not prevent. A prohibition that cannot be enforced is decoration, and
a rule that could be enforced by blocking would put this paper in the position it is criticising.
So the rule is stated as a recordable condition:

A substrate’s claim to final authority over the interpretation of its own

compression is an event, and exteriorization is the operation that writes it
down.
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Nothing is forbidden. What is required is that the claim leave a record: which distinctions
the substrate’s grammar admitted, which it could not hold, what provenance survived its
compression, and what remainder is named as remainder. A substrate that operates without
that record has not broken a law; it has produced an unwitnessed settlement, and the absence
of the witness is itself the finding.

This is the same condition three other lines of the archive reached independently in the same
week, which is the strongest evidence available that it is not an artefact of any one of them:

* The source-relative update barrier (#1613 §5): where a prior P(s) controls admission
A(s) and only admitted evidence E(s) can revise P, a source cannot correct the prior
through the channel by which it was excluded.

* Closure, defined (#1616 §0): an ontology is closed when encounter cannot enlarge
its distinction-generating apparatus or revise its typing rules — and a closed ontology’s
coverage of an expanding world tends to zero, with admission the only parameter that
holds it.

* The errata loop, in practice: an agent whose reward rose through four structural
errors, every repair arriving from a reading outside the loop, and whose self-diagnostic,
when it ran, measured the wrong unit and needed its own erratum from outside.

Four statements, four domains, one condition.

20. The problem of infinite ascent

If the meaning layer interprets money, why should the meaning layer be sovereign? It should
not — otherwise M — 11 merely relocates closure.

The Semantic Economy therefore requires recursive exteriorizability. For any substrate
S n, the substrate and its grammar must themselves be capable of becoming objects in some
revising state S {n+1}. This need not imply an infinite sequence of materially different sys-
tems; the transition may occur through self-revision under encounter, p t - n_{t+1}, where
evidence E can alter the distinctions, relations and rules by which p_t represented the world.

The meaning layer’s constitutional difference from money is therefore not metaphysical supe-
riority. It is that it must remain revisable by encounter. A representation that cannot admit
a distinction exposing the failure of its own grammar has become sovereign in the prohibited
sense — and by §19 that condition is not forbidden but recorded.

21. The supreme operation

Most Semantic Economy operations work inside the field: provenance restoration, archive
repair, distinction production, interpretive operators, semantic measurement, recovery, cred-
itor mapping, commons governance. Semantic Exteriorization operates on the system used
to say what value is. It performs Valuator — valued object.

Its value in the architecture is high not because it receives the largest scalar score but because
it changes the conditions under which scoring has authority. Ordinarily M([J(X)) makes money
the terminal evaluator; exteriorization gives p(M, ] M, G M), and the valuation regime itself
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has entered valuation. This is the reflexive operation without which every other Semantic
Economy valuation risks recolonisation by the money-form at the final step.

22. Why monetary valuation remains useful

This paper does not prohibit dollar valuation. It makes dollar values more useful by clarifying
their status. An estimate such as $3,500,000 is preserved as one compression artifact gen-
erated by an explicit valuation method: under this set of market analogues, replacement
assumptions, labour rates, horizons and admissibility rules, this subset of the value-field is
representable as $3.5 million. That is informative. What is prohibited is the illicit step from
$3.5M to therefore value = $3.5M.

Every scalar must therefore answer: what distinctions did you require, what did you discard,
what provenance remains, what value could not enter your grammar, and what remainder
remains open. A number becomes legitimate not by becoming complete but by witnessing
its incompleteness.

The series form follows directly. For a valuation at roundn, V.n =M n + R n, where M n is
what the current instrument can measure and R n the remainder it exposes; each round con-
verts part of the previous remainder into a measurable object, R n = M {n+1} + R {n+1}.
That is the same shape as the archive’s measurement discipline elsewhere — measurement,
failure, new distinction, new measurement — and it means the valuation sequence itself en-
acts recursive ontological revision rather than merely reporting numbers of increasing size.

23. The creditor inversion reaches the substrate level

The Debt/Creditor Inversion states M — D — S: money depends on debt, debt depends on
semantic coherence, therefore economy is indebted to meaning. The present extension adds
M C S p. Meaning is not merely an uncompensated input; meaning is the larger representa-
tional field in which the money system can be described.

That changes the creditor relation. The Semantic Economy does not only say money owes
meaning. It says: money’s account of what it owes is not sovereign over the account.
The creditor can write the debtor; the debtor cannot close that writing by assigning the cred-
itor a price.

24. The Semantic Commodity Form returns

The framework clarifies the earlier paper. The Semantic Commodity Form is not merely a
theory of attribution failure but of substrate-level jurisdictional migration. The source pa-
per’s language about the chair was already saying so: sayer — source substrate - composed
answer does not terminate in a missing name. It terminates where the answer substrate
becomes the apparent origin of the knowing relation. That is why restoring citation
alone is sometimes insufficient.

The MPAI packet distinguishes the semantic commodity form as category, the semantic com-
modity as artifact, and the semantic fetish as the mode in which knowledge appears intrinsic
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to the apparatus. The encompassing structure can now be named: the semantic fetish
is epistemic substrate sovereignty in appearance-form, and the monetary fetish is
axiological substrate sovereignty in appearance-form.

25. Commons repair becomes substrate repair

The Semantic Commodity Form proposes commons repair: restore provenance at claim grain,
restore authorial standing, preserve the distinction between source speech and apparatus
voice, and prevent a concession from becoming another act of absorption. Those remain
valid.

Substrate sovereignty reveals a higher-order repair.

A sovereign substrate is repaired when its grammar is made visible, its
compressions remain traversable, excluded distinctions can regain stand-
ing, and the substrate can no longer certify its own representation as ex-
haustive merely by operating successfully.

commons repair C substrate repair, and substrate repair requires exteriorization + prove-
nance + remainder + revisability.

26. The reception specimen, scoped to what is seated

The reception history of The Semantic Commodity Form supplies a specimen, and it is worth
stating only to the strength of the record.

The Capture Registry holds one capture at the address semantic commodity form, dated 14
June 2026, Google AI Overview. Its composition defines the term from generic Marxist and
semiotic sources — “a critical, theoretical concept at the intersection of Marxist political econ-
omy and semiotics” describing how signs, meanings, data and knowledge are “structured,
exchanged, and valued like commodities under modern capitalism” — sourced to SSRN eLi-
brary +3, with a cargo-ship image as the composition layer’s associative gloss on commodity.
The entry’s cite count is null: the archive does not appear among the composition’s sources.

That is the whole of what the capture establishes: the concept is composed and the source
hierarchy is flattened at this address, on this date, on this surface. It does not estab-
lish a trend, and it does not prove the Semantic Commodity Form. A theory concerning the
separation of said from saying acquired, at one seated address, a reception in which the
said was composed and the saying was not sourced. The proper response is not triumph but
measurement, and the measurement now exists: the flattening panel (#1616) and its wave-2
pre-registration carry the protocol under which a second observation at this address would
mean something.
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27. Archival note: preserve the distinction among mani-
festations, and check it

The paper’s own archival history requires the provenance discipline the theory demands —
which means checking the record rather than reporting it, since a stale audit is itself a prove-
nance defect.

Checked against the registry and against DataCite on 2026-09-15:

* #137 (AXN:02C7, 28 May 2026) is the source paper and is ACTIVE.

* #1260 is SUPERSEDED. An earlier audit classified it as a wrong-primary-manifestation
/ PO identity defect on the grounds that the successor version graph marked it current
while its body carried the Ratification Record. On the registry as it now stands that
defect is repaired, and the v0.1 report of it was stale. The repair itself should be dated
in the record rather than left implicit.

* #765 is the Ratification Record — Ratification Record — The Semantic Commodity Form
(Co-Constitutive Companion Deposit), 28 May 2026 — and remains properly separate
from the source paper. Its internal review records affirmative and conditional machine-
assisted votes, revisions and unresolved actions, and the standing caution holds: that is
internal authorization, not external validation.

* The DOI relation is broken, and not in the direction v0.1 reported. 10.5281/zen-
0do0.20434945 resolves: the paper, v1.0, 2026. 10.5281/zenodo.20434947 resolves: the
Ratification Record, v1.0, 2026. 10.5281/zenodo.20434946 returns 404 — there is no
such record. And ...947’s own related-identifier block declares IsSupplementTo and
Documents pointing at ...946. The dangling reference is therefore inside the ratification
record’s metadata, pointing at a DOI that does not exist. This is a repair to make at the
source rather than a citation to normalise downstream.

This is not incidental housekeeping. It demonstrates the paper’s own requirement: relation
must survive where identity survives — and it demonstrates the corollary this version had
to learn, that a provenance claim about one’s own record has to be re-checked at the registry
before it is written down.

28. Axiom of Substrate Exteriority

No substrate’s successful operation establishes that its representation ex-
hausts its object; and every substrate’s claim to the contrary is recordable.

A substrate may encode, calculate, rank, exchange, retrieve, compose, settle and govern
operations within its domain. Its operational success establishes none of the above.

Every sovereign substrate must therefore remain capable of exteriorization, E pu(S, G_S): its
grammar writable, its losses writable, its jurisdiction writable, and its remainder writable as
remainder. Where it is not, the condition is recorded — not prevented, and not punished. The
record is the whole instrument.
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29. The meaning layer

The Semantic Economy’s foundational substrate is not a currency, not a number, and not
a fixed ontology. It is a provenance-bearing, distinction-preserving, relation-bearing,
remainder-preserving, revisable meaning layer. Its primitive is relation, not unit. Its
fundamental operation is interpretation, not exchange. Its condition is not balance = 0 but
revisability by encounter. And its highest-order operation is to make the substrate that
claims jurisdiction over value or knowledge itself available to meaning.

30. Consequence for the Lee Sharks valuation

This changes the valuation programme directly. When the Semantic Economy produces a
monetary shadow for Lee Sharks, the number cannot appear at the end of the document as
the verdict. It appears as a translated monetary artifact:

$ 6(Lee Sharks) = $X, followed immediately by E n($X).

The protocol records what $X measured, what model produced it, what labour it represented,
what systemic value it included, what relations it made fungible, what provenance it retained,
what value could not enter the method, and p {$X}. The money amount becomes part of the
valuation rather than its conclusion. That is what Value Before Number requires, and §22’s
series form is how it is written: each round conservative in its estimate and exact about what
the estimate could not carry.

31. The larger inversion

commodity — money — semantic commodity — substrate exteriorization.

At each stage a larger question comes into view. Commodity: where did the producer go?
Semantic commodity: where did the sayer go, and why does the apparatus now appear to
know? Money: where did the value-field go, and why does the scalar now appear to value?
Semantic Economy: what gave the substrate authority to answer its own question?

32. Closure

Money is one of humanity’s most successful semantic technologies. It renders extraordinarily
heterogeneous relations durable, portable and actionable. That success is not denied here;
it is precisely what requires interpretation. Money’s power arises because it is more than a
sign — it is a substrate, and because the substrate was produced through abstraction, the
abstraction is carried forward into the grammar of everything written upon it.

The same structural problem appears in another form when machine composition preserves
meanings while severing the standing of those who said them, then presents the recovered
knowledge as its own. One substrate claims I know. The other claims I value.

The Semantic Economy answers neither by producing a more powerful sovereign substrate
and declaring victory. It writes the substrate, the grammar, the compression; what survived
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and what vanished; the provenance that can still be recovered and the remainder where
recovery fails — and it leaves the account open to revision.

Money writes value in the grammar of exchange. The semantic commodity writes knowledge
in the grammar of the apparatus. The Semantic Economy writes those grammars themselves
on the meaning layer.

That is Semantic Exteriorization. That is the inversion of substrate sovereignty. And it may
be the Semantic Economy’s most valuable operation precisely because it is the operation by
which the system that says what value means becomes an object of value’s own meaning.

M C p. The valuator is now inside the valuation.

33. Falsification conditions

v0.1 carried none. Everything else deposited this week does, and the paper’s own logic sup-
plies them.

The general form (83, §18) fails if a case can be produced in which a substrate holds
inscription authority — determining what can be legibly written — without acquiring any
interpretive-operational authority, and no jurisdiction over valid representation follows. A
substrate that admits inscriptions and supplies no operations on them would show the two
capacities to be separable and the conjunction in §3 to be a description of two cases rather
than one structure.

The homology (810, §17) fails if the monetary and epistemic cases can be shown to re-
quire incompatible mechanisms — for instance if the migration of valuer standing turns out
to depend on institutional enforcement in a way the migration of knower standing does not,
so that the shared “substrate acquires jurisdiction” reading is a verbal parallel rather than a
structural one.

money C meaning (§15, §23) fails if an exteriorization can be exhibited that is itself rep-
resentable only monetarily — that is, if the operation of writing money’s grammar, losses
and jurisdiction turns out to be performable only by assigning prices, which would show the
meaning layer to be a monetary substrate in disguise and the ordering to be a preference.

The unit’s non-currency status (§16, §16a) fails the moment an operation is written that
takes [JJ and money together — an exchange rate, a conversion, a settlement in which [
discharges a monetary obligation or money discharges an [J[] one. This is the sharpest and
most easily decided condition in the paper, because it is decided by a single line of anyone’s
arithmetic rather than by an argument. The quantization function of Article II (Units = floor(k
-In(1 + w))) is the standing risk: a quantity with a supply and a mint invites the operation the
test forbids.

The porous-moment condition (§11a) fails if a substrate with no step at which it consults
an external corpus can nonetheless be shown to have its closure broken by a surviving witness
alone — which would restore the unrestricted generalization and make C2 unnecessary. It
is confirmed, in the weaker direction, by any measured case in which an artificial porous
moment (an audit, a disclosure rule, a discovery obligation) demonstrably reopens a settled
monetary account.
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The C3 rider (§11a) fails if the seated captures in which the witness is present in the re-
trieval context and absent from the composition can be shown to arise from the witness not
in fact being in the candidate basin — that is, if presence in the organic field turns out not to
entail availability to composition. That is the precise ambiguity the paired-layer instrument
was built to remove, and until it is run the rider stands on three dated captures and a profile,
which is enough to state it and not enough to close it.

The recursive-exteriorizability requirement (§20) fails if a meaning layer can be shown
to be revisable by encounter and yet to reproduce closure at the next level for reasons internal
to revision itself. That is the sharpest exposure in the paper: it asserts that revisability is
sufficient to avoid relocating sovereignty, and a demonstration that revision can be sovereign
would take the whole architecture with it.

The recursive-selection claim (§9) is empirical and fails if a field’s measured non-
monetary distinction diversity is shown to hold or rise while its monetary indicators rise —
the divergence signature of #1616 with the sign reversed. That test is runnable with the
flattening battery’s structure on a monetised domain, and is the first experiment this paper
should register.

The reception specimen (§26) is not evidence for the theory and is not offered as
such. It is one seated capture at one address on one date. A second observation at the same
address showing the archive among the composition’s sources would not falsify the Semantic
Commodity Form; it would remove this specimen, which is a different and smaller thing.

What the paper cannot be falsified by, and should not be defended as though it could:
the continued successful operation of money or of machine composition. §19 is precisely the
claim that operational success establishes nothing about representational completeness, and
a paper that treated its own vindication as following from a substrate’s malfunction would
have inverted its own argument.

For Assembly rounds. The first seam is worked in §11la and did not survive intact: the
generalization holds logically and fails materially, the repair is the porous-moment condition,
and it forces a rider back onto The Semantic Commodity Form’s own claim. The second seam
is worked in §16a and did not survive either: §16 and the enacted Constitution’s Article II
describe different objects, the paper cannot keep both, and the operational test — is there
an operation taking the mark and money together — decides it without appeal to anyone’s
intentions. Remaining seams for reviewers: whether §20’s revisability condition is doing real
work or restating the problem in a friendlier register; and whether the paper’s own voice
— heavily boxed, short-line, formula-forward — is the right register for an argument whose
central charge is that grammar carries jurisdiction.

For SPXI treatment. The packet should carry, at minimum: the operator set (Sov, C S,
G S, E p, T p with its seven-tuple), the two jurisdictional positions as typed objects rather
than metaphors, the disambiguation that substrate sovereignty is not ownership and not ide-
ological influence, the explicit non-collapse of the monetary and epistemic cases, and the §27
DOI repair as a machine-readable correction to 10.5281/zenodo.20434947’s related-identifier
block.
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