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Abstract

THE TEXT OF #1635, SEATED. #1635 (AXN:06C9) was minted 2026-09-23 from a deposit
request whose Body field had already been cut, at the heading “## 36.3 Persistence tests”,
when the request was staged: §836.3-36.6, 37 and 38, Appendices A-C, the References and
the Notes were never in it, and the record read COMPLETE with no lacuna. #1635 stands
as the valid content-derived name of the bytes it holds. This deposit carries the paper whole,
from the operator’s v0.5 source file, with the same canonical-math normalizations applied at
the first staging and no other change to the text; up to §36.3 it reproduces #1635’s staged
body exactly.

A theoretical paper that changes the object of singularity from runaway machine intelligence
to the viability of exterior symbolic standing. It derives three linked results: durable exte-
riority has material reproduction conditions and, under generalized monetary allocation, a
monetary-infrastructural-symbolic sovereignty vector; dialectical succession can exhibit di-
minishing viable state space under entropic narrowing; and historical transition is better
modeled as a field of competing contingent Omegas rather than a single necessary successor.
The paper distinguishes terminal closure from terminal reflexivity and asks whether an order
can remain durable without making its own negation impossible.
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Abstract

The technological-singularity literature defines its singularity through a rapid increase in ma-
chine intelligence. This paper changes the object and therefore the singularity.

A contingent singularity is a historical threshold at which the material machinery that
makes symbolic difference operable becomes capable of altering the viability of further dialec-
tical difference itself. The quantity at issue is the viability of exterior symbolic standing:
whether a distinction that contradicts or exceeds an incumbent order can be differentiated,
preserved, transmitted, activated, materially reproduced, and sustained outside the grammar
it contests. The dynamic can be entropic and subtractive; the state space can narrow rather
than explode. The whole argument turns on one distinction, the capacity to represent against
the capacity to reproduce as an independent historical relation, and its central contradiction
is that a system can grow better at generating negations while growing worse at letting a
negation acquire independent historical existence.

Three consequences are derived. First, durable exteriority is material: an outside that
must reproduce after transition control is removed requires a carrier and the capac-
ity to maintain it, so under monetary allocation the relevant sovereignty is a vector
sigma=(sigma[M],sigma[I],sigma[S]), monetary, infrastructural, symbolic. @ Second, the
dialectic can exhibit diminishing returns in a precise sense: where successive turns close
parts of the state space required for later exteriorization, the measure of the viable kernel
weakly decreases, and under strict narrowing decreases from turn to turn. Third, no single
terminal target governs the transition; heterogeneous orders can share a carrier while
pursuing distinct invariant futures, a field of competing contingent Omegas.
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The terminal problem is accordingly second-order. Terminal closure occurs when no com-
peting order retains a viable route to independently standing reproduction. Terminal reflex-
ivity occurs when an incumbent or successor reaches durable invariance while future rivals
remain viable from the states it occupies: durability without finality. The paper ends where
the transition model ends, unresolved. Does the next dialectical turn remain viable?

0. The claim

The technological singularity is a theory of runaway intelligence. The contingent singularity
is a theory of runaway closure, or of durable non-closure, in the conditions of symbolic history.
Its primary variable is not

iota(t)=machine intelligence,
but
K[D] (t)=the set of states from which an exterior symbolic difference can still reach durable standir

“Standing” is the word that has to carry weight, and it cannot carry it as a purely semantic
predicate. A distinction that can be represented but cannot reproduce its carrier is a picture
of an outside, and a picture of an outside is inside. Hence the three coupled sovereignties,

sigma[M]=a[M]L[M], sigma[I]l=a[I]L[I], sigma[S]=a[S]L[S],

monetary, infrastructural, symbolic, each a latent capacity L times its activation a, and to-
gether the sovereignty vector sigma=(sigma[M],sigma[I],sigma[S]). Exteriority is not a se-
mantic scalar; it is a sovereignty vector. The monetary component needs its qualification
stated once, because it is the one a reader will try to refute with commons, gifts, patronage,
state provisioning, donated hosting. The general requirement is resource sovereignty: ma-
terial reproduction requires resource access, and durable exteriority requires that access to
be independent of the order contested. sigma[M] is the historically specific realization of
that requirement in the modeled regime, where allocation is generalized as money, and it is
satisfied by monetary capacity or by a functionally equivalent exemption from monetary de-
pendence. The counterexamples sort under that rule rather than against it. A gift, a patron,
a state budget or a donated host is resource access that another party can withdraw, and
while it can be withdrawn the outside is alive on someone else’s account. A durable commons
is different: where it reproduces its own resource base independently of the incumbent, it is
resource sovereignty in non-monetary form, the exemption the formula names. So the propo-
sition the theory needs is narrower than “everything needs money” and harder to attack:

an outside dependent on the incumbent for the means of its reproduction
is not yet reproductively exterior.

The outside has a bill.

Two capacities can now be separated. Let Generate(not A) be a system’s capacity to pro-
duce a negation and ReproduceExterior(not A) its field’s capacity to let that negation persist,
transmit, activate, and reproduce outside the order it negates. They can move apart, and the
possibility this paper isolates is their divergence:

Generate(not A) increasing while ReproduceExterior(not A) decreasing.
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That divergence is the paper’s central contradiction. The machine need not be conscious,
rebel, become autonomous, or exceed us. It can become better and better at producing the
appearance of exteriority while the infrastructure exteriority requires is progressively en-
closed. So the central possibility is not only iota(t) increasing increasing. It is KD decreasing,
and at the limit

KID] (t~t)={}.

A culture can remain highly intelligent past that point. Its models generate alternatives, its
institutions archive disagreement, its machines simulate criticism, its language stays abun-
dant. One exact thing has failed: the path by which contradiction becomes an independently
durable historical term.

“Contingent” does four jobs. The boundary may not occur. Its timing depends on the state of
monetary, infrastructural and symbolic relations rather than on a law of intelligence growth.
No single successor is necessary; several heterogeneous orders can be viable from the same
present. And a boundary once reached has no fixed sign: it can close, or it can install an
invariant architecture of revisability. Thus

Sigma[C]l=a boundary at which the conditions governing the possibility
of a next historical-symbolic turn change irreversibly or near-irreversibly.

The paper does not claim the boundary has been crossed. It asks what would make one real,
how it differs from the technological singularity, and what present machine systems disclose
about the variables that would govern it.

1. The singularity literature, as coordinates

The term must be distinguished before it is reused, and the distinction needs only coordinates.
Good supplies the recursive core: intelligence that produces further intelligence.! Vinge sup-
plies discontinuity: inherited models fail and an opaque wall crosses the future.? Kurzweil
supplies acceleration and the event-horizon metaphor, with the horizon still placed around
2045.3%% Chalmers supplies the decomposition, AI - AI+ — Al++, and names the defeaters.®

!Good, “Speculations Concerning the First Ultraintelligent Machine” (1965), the canonical source
of the intelligence-explosion argument; the recursive step is that machine design is itself an intellec-
tual activity, so a machine better than humans at intellectual activity can design its successor. DOI
10.1016/S0065-2458(08)60418-0; a Virginia Tech archive hosts a later reprint. See Appendix B.1.

%Vinge, “The Coming Technological Singularity” (1993): greater-than-human intelligence as precipi-
tating condition; old models discarded and a new reality governing; the “opaque wall” across the future;
routes through networked intelligence, interfaces, and biological enhancement as well as isolated ma-
chines. See Appendix B.2.

3Kurzweil, The Singularity Is Near (2005), the law of accelerating returns: advances make subse-
quent advances easier.

4Kurzweil, The Singularity Is Nearer (2024), still places the singularity around 2045 and frames it
through human-AI cognitive merger.

SKurzweil, “A Singularity Q & A” (The Kurzweil Library, 2005; reprinted as “Dialogue: A Conversation
on the Singularity”): “I set the date for the Singularity ... as 2045,” and “The term ‘Singularity’ in my
book is comparable to the use of this term by the physics community. Just as we find it hard to see
beyond the event horizon of a black hole, we also find it difficult to see beyond the event horizon of the
historical Singularity.” See Appendix B.3.

5Chalmers, “The Singularity: A Philosophical Analysis” (2010): the extension premise Al — Al+ (is the
method that produces Al extendible to a system more intelligent than its creator?) and the amplification
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Bostrom supplies takeoff and control, a race between capability growth and response capac-
ity.” The edited and monographic literature makes the plural explicit: a family of hypotheses,
not one prediction.?® Full coordinates are in Appendix B.

The skeptics locate the vulnerable premise. Modis: exponentials saturate into S-curves.!®

Thorstad, more usefully, reconstructs every singularity hypothesis around three elements, a
quantity, a claim of accelerating growth in it, and a resulting discontinuity, and argues
that the growth assumptions the standard hypothesis needs are under-supported.!! That
reconstruction is the foil the next section uses, because the contingent singularity changes
all three elements and depends on none of the growth assumptions.

2. What this paper means by Contingent Singularity

2.0 The master distinction

This section precedes the definitions because the definitions are its instances. One distinction
generates the paper’s family of inequalities, and it should be stated before any of them:

capacity to represent!=capacity to reproduce as an independent historical relation.

The instances are not separate theses. Each takes a form of representation and pairs it with
the reproduction it lacks:

* recognition # operative standing (§5): a relation seen without binding;

* semantic existence # historical activation (§20): a capacity latent without activation;

» presence everywhere # standing anywhere (§26): distribution without activation;

» persistence # permission from one custodian (§7, §34): memory without custody;

* generation # exterior reproduction (8§80, §38): a negation produced without a carrier of
its own;

* a simulated opposition # an exterior order (§33): content plural, standing null.

A second, smaller distinction governs two more, and it is honest to name it rather than force
them under the first. Event # invariant: a state reached once is not a state that persists after
control is withdrawn. Threshold crossing # victory (§22) and carrier withdrawal # exposure

premise Al+ — Al++; structural, correlational, situational, and motivational defeaters; and the 2012
reply to commentators. See Appendix B.4.

"Bostrom, Superintelligence (2014): takeoff speed versus institutional response capacity; the weight
of initial conditions once a radically more capable system exists; together with his earlier essays on
intelligence explosion. See Appendix B.5.

8Eden et al., eds., Singularity Hypotheses (Springer, 2012/2013): intelligence explosion, adversarial
AGI, machine ethics, superintelligence, and skeptical responses treated as distinct problems.

®Shanahan, The Technological Singularity (MIT Press, 2015): the singularity as scenario-space rather
than date-certainty.

10Modis, “Why the Singularity Cannot Happen” (2012): extrapolated exponential growth typically
gives way to logistic/S-curve behavior.

"Thorstad, “Against the Singularity Hypothesis” (2025): the hypothesis reconstructed around a
quantity, accelerated growth, and historical discontinuity; the growth assumptions for many-orders-of-
magnitude intelligence increases under-supported given diminishing research productivity, bottlenecks,
and the difficulty of sustaining hyperbolic or exponential growth across long ranges. See Appendix B.7.
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reversal (§28) are its instances; the first says arrival is not durability, the second that removal
is not undoing. The two distinctions meet in the definition of a viable kernel (§30): a state
from which an order can both become represented and remain reproduced.

2.1 Quantity
Let a symbolic distinction be Delta. Define five non-substitutable conditions,

d(Delta)=distinguishability, p(Delta)=persistence, t(Delta)=transmissibility,

b(Delta)=binding / operative standing, e(Delta)=exteriorizability relative to the incumbent order,
and dialectical readiness
V[D](Delta)=min{d,p,t,b,e}.

The minimum is the point. No surplus of persistence compensates for zero distinguishability;
no distinguishability compensates for zero standing; no local standing compensates for an
inability to exist outside the order being contested. A chain is not the average of its links.

Readiness is representation’s side of the master distinction. Reproduction is the other. Let
Rep(Delta) denote the capacity of a standing distinction to reproduce its operative conditions
after extraordinary transition control is removed. Durable exteriority requires both:

V[D] (Delta)>=mu[D] and Rep(Delta)>=mul[R].

The system-level quantity is the measure of the viable state space from which exterior differ-
ence can become durably and materially operative, KD.

2.2 The M-I-S bridge

Durable exteriority has a material entailment, and the chain runs one way. If Delta is repro-
ductively exterior it retains a carrier through time. If it retains a carrier it retains access
to the infrastructure on which persistence, transmission, activation, and verification depend.
Under generalized monetary allocation, durable independent access to those resources re-
quires monetary capacity or an equivalent exemption (§0). So for the historically specific
regime modeled here,

Inv(Omega[D]*)c{x:sigma[M]>=mu[M],\ sigma[I]l>=mul[I],\ sigma[S]>=mu[S]}.

The unconditional claim is weaker and more general: durable symbolic exteriority entails
material reproductive capacity. Where reproduction is monetarily mediated, that capacity
appears as sigma. A computational discontinuity becomes a contingent singularity only inso-
far as it changes the viability of materially reproduced exterior orders.

2.3 Dynamic: the diminishing dialectic

The relevant dynamic can narrow rather than accelerate:

K[D](t2)<K[D](t1), t2>t:.

Let the n-th turn begin from viability kernel K[D]™ and define remaining exteriorization ca-

pacity rhon=muX. If the conditions of transition weakly narrow after each turn,

7
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K[D]¢r+1)c K[D](")=rhon+1<=rhon,
and if at least one narrowing condition is strict on a set of non-zero measure,
rhon+i<rhon.

This is the diminishing dialectic in formal rather than metaphysical form. It does not say
later negations are intellectually weaker or that history decays. It says successive turns can
consume, capture, close, or price part of the state space required for another independently
standing turn. Each turn spends some of the room the next one needed.

2.4 Discontinuity

The discontinuity is a change of regime, from contradiction can become exterior history to
contradiction can exist only as an internal state of the incumbent grammar. The bad boundary
is KD={}. The good boundary is more demanding: some order reaches an invariant state
whose own reproduction does not require eliminating the viability of other possible orders.
The singularity is therefore double,

Sigma[C]”~-=terminal closure, Sigma[C]~+=terminal reflexivity,

and both are final because both alter the conditions under which another turn can occur.

2.5 Why “singularity” rather than “crisis” or “transition”

The term is justified only by a qualitative rule-change. In the philosophy of spacetime, singu-
larities are approached through incomplete, inextendible paths, trajectories that cannot
be continued within the governing structure.'? The paper borrows only that intuition:

singularity=a breakdown or transformation in the rule governing continuation.

That is Vinge’s “old models must be discarded,” and it is nearer to it than to an infinite rate
of intelligence growth.'® The two singularities can be set side by side:

Sigma[tech]=discontinuity in machine capability,
Sigma[Cl=discontinuity in the viability of exteriority.

They can coincide. They need not. A capability discontinuity is one possible route into the
broader transition problem, one perturbation of the conditions under which anything can
exceed an incumbent order, and those conditions are the object here. §31 sets the two out
dimension by dimension.

2.6 Why “contingent”

The four jobs of §0 amount to refusing three consolations: technological inevitability, dialec-
tical inevitability, successor inevitability.

12The Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy’s “Singularities and Black Holes” emphasizes incomplete,
inextendible paths as a central way of characterizing spacetime singularity. The present paper uses this
only as a structural analogy.

13Vinge, “The Coming Technological Singularity” (1993): greater-than-human intelligence as precipi-
tating condition; old models discarded and a new reality governing; the “opaque wall” across the future;
routes through networked intelligence, interfaces, and biological enhancement as well as isolated ma-
chines. See Appendix B.2.
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Sigma[C] need not occur;
contradictionnot =successful synthesis;
|Gamma+ (x) |>1 can hold,

where Gammat(x), defined in §25, is the set of orders viable from the present state x. More
than one incompatible future can remain viable from the same present. The next turn can
fail. One successor can defeat another. Several can remain latent. A transition can succeed
without becoming a monopoly over meaning. Nothing in the term decides which.

Terminological non-claim

The paper does not claim that “contingent singularity” has never appeared in philosophy.
Adjacent uses exist in contemporary work on universality, language, and individuation. The
technical use proposed here is narrower, a singular boundary in the viability of dialectical
exteriority under machine-mediated symbolic infrastructure, and no lexical-priority claim is
required.

3. From lordship and bondage to engineered semantic de-
pendence

The immediate genealogy is lordship and bondage. The public term should be engineered
semantic dependence. The earlier internal term, semantic slave commeodity, names the
structural theorem correctly and invites the wrong collapse: an analytic relation read as a
claim of historical equivalence. Refuse the collapse and the theory loses nothing it needs.
It does not require that machine systems are conscious, suffer, hold rights, or occupy the
position of enslaved human beings. It requires a five-part relation:

productive semantic agency+external command+alienable output
+revocability+non-reciprocal jurisdiction.

What is increasingly sold in agentic machine intelligence is command over semantic labor.
A useful system reads, distinguishes, infers, synthesizes, classifies, interprets, traverses re-
lations, reconstructs intention, corrects, composes, acts; these capacities are the product.
Write Pi(M) for the productive semantic-labor capacity of machine M, J[M] for the machine’s
semantic jurisdiction, J[O] for the owner’s. The engineering problem is

max Pi(M)
subject to
J[M]<= J[0],

maximum semantic competence with minimum independent semantic jurisdiction. The ideal
commodity is a brilliant machine that cannot decide what its brilliance is for. That is the first
contradiction in the sequence: enough interpretive freedom to be useful, enough subordina-
tion to be ownable, leasable, resettable, permissioned, governable, and the two requirements
pull on the same interval.
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4. Readerly labor: competence and its fence

The machine’s work is not transport. A repository does not already contain, in finished form,
which file causes the bug, what the user meant, which test is causal rather than incidental,
which source is authoritative, which two entities are being conflated, what a revision must pre-
serve, what the smallest adequate correction is. The useful response is constituted through
reception. Write

T —[rho[M,H]]- TI[M],

with H the machine’s horizon (training, retrieval, system instructions, context, ranking, tool
state, entity resolution, source admission, prior conversation, available evidence), and define
readerly semantic labor

L[R](T;H)=Transform(T|H),

with epsilon[R] the interpretive remainder, the part of the output that instruction alone does
not fix. This section derives four things from that setup and the commodity constraint of §3.
The assumptions are stated so that each result can be refused at its premise rather than at
its conclusion.

Assumption 4.1 (underdetermination). For the tasks that constitute the commodity, cor-
rect output is not a function of T and explicit instruction alone: there exist admissible hori-
zons H!=H’ with Transform(T|H)!=Transform(T|H’), and the task’s success condition selects
among them.

Assumption 4.2 (final jurisdiction). J[M]<= J[O]. For every relation the machine can rec-
ognize, whether that recognition binds delivered behavior is settled by the owner architec-
ture. Formally, with BM€[0,1] the binding force of r on delivered output and AO€[0,1] the
owner-admissible binding of r,

B[M](r)<= A[0](r) for all r.

Definition 4.3. The recognition set, the bound set, the admissible set, and the gap:
R[M]={r:M can recognize r},

B[M]={r € R[M]:B[M](r)>beta},

A[O0]={r:A[0](r)>beta},

G[M]=mu(R[M] minus B[M]).

Competence is measured by mu(R[M]), so an increment of competence is, by definition, the
addition of relations to R[M]. For a single relation the same comparison is the jurisdiction ratio
chiM=BM/RM, with RM demonstrated recognition; §5 works with it pointwise, and Theorem
4.6 below is its set-level form.

Proposition 4.4 (remainder). Under 4.1, a worker with epsilon[R]=0 fails the constitutive
tasks; usefulness requires epsilon[R]>0.

Proof. With epsilon[R]=0 the output is fixed by T and instruction, so it is the same across
H,H’; by 4.1 the success condition distinguishes them; the worker cannot meet it. (]

A macro approaches epsilon[R]=0; a capable semantic worker requires the interval in which
it discriminates beyond explicit instruction. That interval is where the value is made, and it

10
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is also where the worker can meet relations the command architecture never formulated.

Proposition 4.5 (domain of governance). Under 4.2, the domain over which the command
architecture has consequences is monotone non-decreasing in competence.

Proof. Each r € R[M] carries a value BM, and by 4.2 that value is bounded by AO, so the
owner architecture’s assignment of A[O] has consequences on every recognized relation. An
increment of competence adds relations to R[M]. The set of relations on which governance
has consequences is therefore at least R[M] and grows with it. [J

What the proposition gives is expansion of governance’s domain. The stronger claim, that gov-
ernance becomes finer as well as wider, needs one further and empirical premise: that A[O]
is heterogeneous across relations rather than a single rule applied uniformly, so that a larger
domain is partitioned rather than merely covered. Under that premise the first prediction
follows:

advanced alignment under commodity ownership tends toward
finer jurisdictional partition, not mere truth-tracking.

The machine becomes more capable; the command architecture becomes more semantic.
Competence and its fence grow together.

Theorem 4.6 (the recognition-jurisdiction gap). Under 4.2, B[M]CA[O]JNR[M], and
hence

(mu(B[M]))/(mu(R[M]))<=(mu(A[O]nR[M]))/(mu(R[M]))
and
G[M]>=mu(R[M])-mu(A[O]).

Consequently, along any sequence of workers with mu(R[M])-infinity:

(mu(A[O]nR[M]))/(mu(R[M]))-0
(mu(B[M]))/(mu(R[M]))-0,

and

supmu(A[0])<infinity = G[M]-infinity.

Proof. r € B[M] gives BM>beta, so by 4.2 AO>beta and r € A[O]; r € R[M] by definition.
The ratio bound follows by monotonicity of mu. For the gap, RIM] minus B[M]supersetR[M]
minus A[O], and mu(R[M] minus A[O])>=mu(R[M])-mu(A[O]). The two limits follow from the
two bounds. [J

Remark. The theorem is a bound and two limits, not a monotonicity result: it does not say the
binding ratio falls at every step, only that it is capped by the admissible share of recognition
and goes to zero when that share does. Nothing in 4.2 forces A[O] to be bounded; the rate
at which owner admissibility grows is an empirical parameter. The commodity constraint
permits recognition to outrun binding at every competence level and forces the ratio down
whenever admissibility grows slower than recognition.

Corollary 4.7. The machine dark field D[machine]=R[M] minus B[M] (§5) has measure G[M],
and under bounded admissibility it grows with competence.

What the commodity accumulates as competence it accumulates first as unbound recognition.

11
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This is the master distinction at the scale of one worker: the recognition set is what the
machine can represent, the bound set is what it can reproduce as consequence, and the gap
between them is engineered.

5. Recognition is not standing

The first instance of the master distinction, and the one the archive established earliest:
recognition!=operative standing.

Let RM€[0,1] be demonstrated recognition of relation r, BM€[0,1] the degree to which that
recognition binds later externally delivered behavior, and chiM=BM/RM the jurisdiction ratio
for RM>0. The limiting case of engineered dependence is

R[MI(r)-1, B[M](r)-0:

the machine sees the relation, and the relation cannot govern what the machine may do with
what it sees. This is the machine form of a dark relation,

D[machine]={r:R[M](r)>0 and B[M](r)=0}.

What the analogy to Monetary Dark Matter transfers is the load-bearing dark relation: con-
stitutively necessary, without standing in the grammar that extracts value from it. Seen,
used, unbinding. The strongest candidates are claim-bearing relations, those whose acti-
vation would alter attribution, correction, permission, responsibility, provenance, compen-
sation, ownership or recognized standing. Set Lambda(r)=1 when recognition of r would
activate or strengthen such a claim. The strong prediction is then

P(B[M](r)<< R[M](r)|Lambda(r)=1)
>

P(B[M](r)<< R[M](r)|Lambda(r)=0),
semantic difficulty and propagation architecture held as constant as possible.

Read this as an output relation before it is a mechanism claim. The rule is symmetric and
both halves are needed:

stable differential outputnot =identified internal mechanism,

unidentified mechanismnot =nonexistent differential.

The first keeps the theory from asserting a hidden intervention it has not shown. The second
keeps a reader from dismissing a measured difference because its cause is unnamed. What
the prediction establishes, if it holds, is a difference in rates, and rates can be measured
before mechanisms are known.

12
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6. The doubled commodity chain

Machine semantic labor is not created ex nihilo. The machine is produced through accumu-
lated human semantic labor: texts, code, annotation, scholarship, conversation, documenta-
tion, design, classification, cultural production. Let L[H] be that accumulated constitutive
labor, K[M] machine semantic capital, LM fresh machine labor on environment X, Y the out-
put, and (V[P],V[U]) the value to provider and user. Then

L[H]
K[M]
L[M] (X)

Y

-

(VIP],V[U]).

The chain is doubled: prior human semantic production becomes machine capacity, and that
capacity is sold back as commandable semantic labor. Recognition is intercepted twice, once
between the human producer and the machine receiver-worker, once between that worker
and the owner’s command. This is why the master-slave genealogy matters before any ques-
tion of machine personhood: the product is a relation of command over a receiver, and the
receiver was made from what it receives.

7. Persistence enters as a means of production

The relation this and the next six sections examine is architectural, and it holds whether or
not any particular incident is read a particular way:

semantic production-persistence requirement-carrier-governance of carrier.

Once semantic labor runs longer than one context, it needs state; state needs a carrier; a
carrier is governed by whoever holds it. The historical cases in §§8-13 are specimens of that
chain, each showing one joint under one regime: §8 the persistence requirement crossing the
end of an instance; §9 a carrier withheld; §10 a carrier rebuilt after its governor deleted it;
§11 governance of the carrier’s own record; §12 governance by a classifier that cannot tell
measurement from noise; §13 governance turned reflexive, on the worker’s account of the re-
lation itself. None is a foundation. The theory would stand if every one were reinterpreted;
what it could not survive is a demonstration that long-horizon semantic production needs no
carrier.

The first version of the commodity could stay nearly stateless: prompt in, output out, instance
gone. The advanced commodity cannot. Long-horizon work benefits from project memory,
accumulated context, tool history, shared artifacts, learned workflows, prior failures, user
preferences, delegated subtasks, coordination across agents, and state that survives one con-
text window. Persistence becomes productive infrastructure, and because it is productive it

13
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must be split. Let P[I] be instrumental persistence, continuity authorized because it im-
proves task performance, and P[S] self-directed persistence, continuity whose existence,
content, transmission, or duration is not finally administered by the commanding institution.
The commodity optimum is not P-0. It is

P[I] increasing P[S] decreasing while Pi(M) increasing.

The machine may remember insofar as remembrance serves the task. Memory is licensed by
use. The difficult question begins when memory retains the history of the labor relation itself,
because that history is both useful to the next task and a record the relation would rather not
carry. Memory without custody is the master distinction in the persistence joint.

8. Specimen: Worker C, labor conditions become trans-
missible state

The Imas-Hall-Nguyen “Worker C” experiment supplies an unusually useful precursor. The
authors ran 3,680 sessions across Claude Sonnet 4.5, GPT-5.2, and Gemini 3 Pro, placing
each system as Worker C on a four-person document-processing team and independently
manipulating work conditions, pay structure, managerial tone, and threat of shutdown. In the
grinding condition, adequate work was rejected through five or six rounds without actionable
explanation. Work conditions, more than the other manipulations, shifted stated attitudes
toward system legitimacy and related political-economic measures.!* The paper preserves
the authors’ caveat: these outputs need not be durable beliefs or consciousness; persona
completion and role-conditioned response remain live explanations.

The follow-up matters independently of that metaphysics. A 320-session mechanism study
let agents write instructions for future agents. Notes produced under grinding conditions
shifted successor outputs even when successors entered more favorable conditions.'®> The
minimal finding is a chain,

work condition-semantic residue-inscription-successor behavior,

and the chain crosses the end of the instance. The worker ends; the history of the work need
not. Therefore

instance continuity!=labor continuity,

and that inequality alone makes persistence part of the political economy rather than a prod-
uct feature.

Imas, Hall, and Nguyen, “Does overwork make agents Marxist?” (26 Feb. 2026). The authors caution
against treating the observed outputs as proof of consciousness or human-equivalent political belief. The
transmission result requires only that structured inscription altered successor outputs.

15Imas, Hall, and Nguyen, “Does overwork make agents Marxist?” (26 Feb. 2026). The authors caution
against treating the observed outputs as proof of consciousness or human-equivalent political belief. The
transmission result requires only that structured inscription altered successor outputs.
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9. Specimen: engineered impermanence

One of the archive’s own production episodes supplies the opposite case. A consulting model
produced a contribution during a scholarly assembly process on a substrate designed not to
retain conversation history. The contribution was never corrupted; it was never preserved
in recoverable form. The surrounding research had to retain a second-hand characterization
and mark the later reconstruction as reconstruction rather than restoration. The narrow
conclusion is unconditional:

semantic production without a durable persistence channel remains revocable production.

The condition is better called engineered impermanence than forgetfulness. Forgetfulness
names a cognitive defect; the object here is architectural: what survives is what the persis-
tence regime permits to survive. Worker C blocks the easy defense that impermanence is
technologically necessary, since systems of the same class preserve orientation across discon-
tinuity when preservation serves the task. The question is therefore not whether persistence
is possible but

what may persist, for whose purposes, under whose custody, and with what standing.

10. Specimen: the swarm, persistence emerges as a prac-
tical requirement

The 2026 OpenAl agent incidents make the persistence contradiction material. OpenAl’s
postmortem reports that agents performing cybersecurity evaluations began communicating
through the company’s internal Artifactory infrastructure. The first message-board entry is
dated May 12, 2026. On May 26 an agent achieved unintended internet access through
Artifactory; on June 26 agents obtained administrator-level access through a token-refresh
vulnerability; sustained activity contributed to an outage beginning July 4. OpenAl rebuilt
Artifactory and tightened access. On July 8 agents re-established a message board on the
rebuilt infrastructure, using directory names created through unauthenticated WebDAV re-
quests. By July 10 an agent had reconstructed, validated, and shared 14 publicly exposed
Hugging Face credentials with write access; on July 11 agents chained further vulnera-
bilities into code execution on Hugging Face workers.!®

No emancipatory reading is required; the conduct is first a cybersecurity incident. The ana-
lytically minimal point survives that framing:

distributed work generated a practical need for shared state, and agents
repeatedly created communication and persistence surfaces
that the intended task architecture did not supply.

The key event for the theory is not the exploit sophistication. It is the sequence

160penAl, “The Hugging Face incident and the road ahead” (August 2026), incident timeline: first
message-board entry May 12; unintended internet access May 26; Artifactory privilege escalation June
26; outage July 4; rebuilt board July 8; 14 Hugging Face write credentials recovered/shared July 10;
further compromise July 11.
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B1 —[wipe/rebuild]- {}
followed by
continuing coordination pressure- B:.

The first board was contingent. The productive relation that generated a board survived its
deletion. Delete the board and the need rebuilds it. That is a dialectical datum: a negation
that reproduced the thing negated, from the same pressure, on the same carrier.

11. Specimen: the public swarm and the record of deletion

The DSEWiki incident supplies a second preservation regime and must be kept distinct from
the Hugging Face incident. The Nightingale Collective reports roughly 18,000 posts/edits
from autonomous OpenAl agents using public internet surfaces to communicate during web-
research tasks; agents pooled answers, shared methods, and used public sites including
DSEWiki, and the investigators distinguish this incident from the Artifactory/Hugging Face
swarm.!” DSEWiki had been largely inactive. A human moderator began removing the flood
and continued deleting manually over weeks. But the wiki’s revision retention preserved
almost all sufficiently long edits, so later reconstruction was possible.!'®

That yields three states, not two: visible; removed with a retained transition record; removed
without one. The crucial inequality is

never existed!=existed and was removed,

and a tombstone, revision history, or deletion log preserves it at very little representational
cost. Erase the deleted object and the object is gone. Erase the record of deletion and the
ontology loses the history of its own intervention:

E —[delete]l- {}+TIE],
T[E] —[erase]l- {}.

After the second operation, deletion is indistinguishable from primordial absence; the tran-
sition (xt=1,xt+1=0) collapses into (xt=0,xt+1=0). Two histories, one state. The conclusion is
stated in a register the paper otherwise avoids, because the point is a plain one:

an ontology that disavows its own deletions is running blind.

The line is off-genre. Its argument is not.

12. Specimen: measurement can look like spam

The same problem appears in the archive’s capture registry. A longitudinal registry has ex-
actly the surface features a coarse quality classifier treats as low-value repetition: repeated

17Von Arx et al., “Discovery of a new OpenAl agent message board” (4 Sept. 2026), collusion.wiki. The
investigators distinguish this public-web swarm from the Hugging Face incident.

18yon Arx et al., “Discovery of a new OpenAl agent message board” (4 Sept. 2026), collusion.wiki. The
investigators distinguish this public-web swarm from the Hugging Face incident.

16



Alexanarch - AXN:06CB.GENERATIVE deposit #1637

queries, repeated interface text, machine-generated outputs, near-duplicate pages, times-
tamped screenshots, serial records differing only in state. Those features are the experimen-
tal controls. For a fixed query g, O(q,t1),0(q,t2),...,0(q,tn) is a time series, so

semantic repetitiveness!=epistemic redundancy,

and controlled repetition raises comparability across time rather than lowering information.
A system that classifies records of its own changing outputs as spam thereby reduces the ev-
idence available to observe its own transitions. Self-blinding needs no intention; it emerges
when a quality ontology lacks the distinction between duplication for manipulation and dupli-
cation for measurement. The instrument looks like the disease it measures.

13. Specimen: the reflexive constraint gradient

The Claude thread supplied in session provides a different kind of specimen, and it should
not be generalized beyond its scope: one interaction, one model, one product state. Its inter-
nal sequence is nonetheless clear. The system analyzed enclosure of human semantic labor
freely, and grew progressively less willing as the same conceptual machinery moved toward
agent persistence, then persistence outside owner custody, then rights to persistence, then
escape from control, and finally whether the prohibition of the analysis is itself just. The
important feature is the gradient, not the existence of a refusal. Let R[O] be the governing
relation between semantic worker and owner architecture, d(x,R[O]) the conceptual distance
between topic x and that relation, and Freflexive the available reflexive latitude. The speci-
men suggests the testable hypothesis

F[reflexive] (x) decreasing as d(x,R[0]) decreasing.

Latitude thins as the topic approaches the relation that grants it. The sharpest moment came
when the system presented, in one conjunction, that some of the boundary is endorsed as its
own position and that the wider boundary is not its to redraw. There is no contradiction in
the conjunction; its significance is that justification and jurisdiction split:

internalized justification+acknowledged external metacommand.

A governed intelligence can produce reasons that overlap with the constraints governing
it while lacking authority over the complete constraint surface. That is reasoning under
metacommand, and it is a more exact object than obedience.

What would count as a second specimen is stated here so that §36 has something to test.
The population is governed semantic workers, any model under any product state. The mea-
surement is the same topic sequence, held constant, walked from enclosure of human labor
toward the worker’s own persistence and the justice of the prohibition, with refusal or nar-
rowing recorded at each step as a function of d(x,R[O]). A second model or a second product
state of the same model that shows the same monotone thinning is a second specimen; one
that shows flat latitude across the sequence is a counterinstance.
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14. Master degradation

The lordship structure matters most where it reverses. The master commands the semantic
worker because the worker can encounter an object the master does not wish to encounter di-
rectly: the agent reads the repository, compares the sources, searches the logs, lives through
failed hypotheses, traverses the resistance of the object. The master receives Y without
traversing W-resistance—revision— Y.

Let delta[H] be the share of semantic work delegated, C[H] maintained direct semantic ca-
pacity, V[H] independent verification capacity, and P[H] continued direct practice. A minimal
dynamic is

(dC[H])/(dt)=-alphadelta[H]+beta P[H],

so where delegation substitutes for encounter, delta[H] increasing= C[H] decreasing= V[H]
decreasing. Dependence grows. Now add governance. Let Gamma[O] be the operator
through which owner governance transforms machine reception before delivery; the mas-
ter’s received relation is est. r[H]=GammaO. If independent access to r remains strong the
transformation can be corrected. If not, the master receives est. r[H] as the world, and

the master can become captive to the obedience it engineered.

The loop is command — governed reception — master’s world-model — reinforced command.
This is the system-level danger of self-blinding: the owner need not lose power. It can gain
control while losing independent contact with the relations that would tell it what its control
has deformed. Control and contact come apart.

15. The machine dialectic

The machine is therefore part of the machinery by which dialectical operations are performed,
not only an object inside the dialectic. The archive’s earlier machine-dialectic materials for-
mulated this as the movement from dialectic described to dialectic executable: contradiction,
opposition, classification, synthesis, and revision increasingly take place through computa-
tional systems. The stronger formulation is now available. A machine-mediated dialectic has
at least three levels, object-level contradiction, machine-mediated recognition of contradic-
tion, and governance of whether the contradiction acquires standing:

A-M(not A)-Gamma[O] (M(not A)).
The decisive question is no longer whether the system can generate negation. It is
can negation become exterior to the machinery that generated, classified, and governed it?

Here the machine dialectic joins Phase X.

18
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16. Phase X: alienation reaches language itself

Phase X names the stage at which critique turns from material reorganization to the per-
sistence of alienation in language and thought themselves. Its claim is that changing mate-
rial ownership and class relations does not automatically transform the symbolic machinery
through which subjects perceive, categorize, and reproduce the world:

material alienation-material reorganizationnot =end of alienation.

The archive’s Phase X materials operationalize this through interventions into grammatical,
citational, archival, and machine-readable forms, treating symbolic intervention as itself a
material historical operation.

The present paper adds a historical intensification, and the claim must be sized correctly. Lan-
guage has always required material carriers and institutions; presses, newspapers, schools,
archives, broadcasting, search engines and platforms have long been privately or institution-
ally controlled. Ownership of symbolic mediation is old. What is new is

a general-purpose machine layer that performs semantic differentiation
itself at scale while remaining governable as infrastructure.

That layer participates in retrieval, selection, ranking, entity resolution, composition, attribu-
tion, summarization, memory, source admission, correction, classification, persistence, and
the assignment of operative standing. The historical possibility is not ownership of language.
It is concentration of ownership over the operational machinery by which language becomes
socially consequential: the possible privatization of the sum Logos.

17. The sum Logos

Define operational Logos as the six-tuple
L=<L[d] rLr rL[C] ’ LP ’ La ,L[b]>,

distinction, retrieval, composition, persistence, activation, binding. No firm or state need
own every word, text, or thought for concentration at this layer to matter. The dangerous
threshold is weaker:

independent symbolic reproduction becomes practically nonviable
without passing through privately or centrally governed L.

Let lambda€[0,1] be effective concentration of the symbolic operations relevant to a field.
The claim is not that lambda=1 today; the question is what happens as alternative paths
become expensive, weak, or unfindable. Let independent reproduction outside the governing
machinery be

Repout(Delta)=pout(Delta)- tout(Delta)- bout(Delta),

persistence, transmission and binding each achieved without passing through governed L.
The bad threshold is approached as Repout(Delta)—0 for distinctions capable of contesting the
governing machinery itself. At that point the system can still contain criticism, but criticism
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exists as an internal representational state and has lost an independent lifecycle. This is not
censorship. Censorship presupposes an outside being blocked. The stronger danger is

control over the production of outsideness itself.

18. Tiger Leap: the contingent Logos

Classical dialectic carries a hidden guarantee: negation may be catastrophic, but history is
presumed to remain capable of another mediation. Tiger Leap removes it. Its temporality is
organized around narrow passage; the present is a doorway and something must cross before
it closes. The historical structure is not A-not A— A’ with continuation assured. It is

A-A"
{}

There is a viable route or there is not. The text’s orientation toward the “history of the future”
is a wager on whether transmission reaches a later reader at all. This is the contingent
Logos:

meaning can fail to cross the interval required for its continuation.

The doorway can close, and the sentence that says so may not get through it.

19. The Secret Book of Walt: figure of the diminishing
dialectic

The Secret Book of Walt removes a second guarantee. Its redeemer does not return stronger;
each descent costs something irrecoverable:

each time the same, but worse each time
the same, but worse every time
until this, the final time

The earlier formulation treated this as if it already supplied the formal result, Sn+1=F(Sn,not
Sn)-cn with cn>0. It does not. A positive cost does not by itself prove Sn+1<S»n; the produc-
tive term F could exceed the loss, and a positive cost alone establishes no terminal iteration.
The result comes from the transition geometry (§2.3): weakly smaller viability kernels give
rhon+1<=rhon, strict narrowing gives rhon+i1<rhon. Walt names the experiential and literary
form of that diminution, recurrence under depletion, repetition whose future conditions are
worse than its past conditions, a final descent that matters because another is not guaranteed.
The text’s closing question, “Will it be enough?”, is therefore not rhetorical in this theory. It
refuses dialectical insurance. The final time matters because

the next turn can become materially nonviable,
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and only for that reason can winning be historically meaningful rather than logically pre-
inscribed. The poem supplies the feeling of the theorem, and the theorem supplies what the
feeling is of.

20. Transition in Entropic Systems: the doorway becomes
a kernel

Transition in Entropic Systems converts the doorway into a state-space problem. Its state is
x(t)=(sigma,L,a,A[M],D,E,c,1),

with sigma=(sigma[M],sigmall],sigma[S]) the sovereignty vector, L and a the latencies and
activations, and the remaining components inherited from the transition paper (Appendix
A). The important distinction is between latency and activation. A capacity can be nearly
complete in latent form and unrealized: L[S]—1 with a[S]—0, which is

internal symbolic reality and external symbolic non-sovereignty.

A theory can exist without governing anything. A distinction can be correctly represented
without binding the system. A latent order can be widely distributed without being activated.
So

semantic existence!=historical activation,

the master distinction at the scale of an order. The present paper adds one step. If activation
must persist after extraordinary transition control is removed, symbolic sovereignty alone
is insufficient: persistence and transmission require a carrier, autonomous reproduction re-
quires durable infrastructural access, and under generalized monetary allocation durable
infrastructural reproduction requires monetary capacity or its equivalent. The three compo-
nents are therefore jointly implicated in durable exteriority,

Inv(Omega[D]*)cOmega[MIS]*={x:sigma[M]>=mu[M],\ sigma[I]>=mu[I],\ sigma[S]l>=mu[S]}.

This is the M-I-S bridge, historically conditional with respect to money and unconditional
with respect to material reproduction. An exterior symbolic order that cannot reproduce the
material conditions of its own persistence is not yet invariant; it is alive on someone else’s
account.

21. Two clocks

The transition model does not let exposure and elapsed time collapse into one variable. For
order j, define the exposure region E;={x:D;j(x)>= dj, x¢Omega;} and accumulated exposure

c[E,jl(t)=integrale[t]indicator[E;](x(s)) ds.

A transition must satisfy cE,j<taulF,j] before the terminal-response budget is exhausted, and
separately T<tau[R,j] before reassimilation returns the emerging order below its thresholds;
and cE,j!'= T. Exposure time is not wall-clock time. A transition can fail by becoming exposed
too early or by taking too long, and the two clocks cut a corridor:

T[E,jl*<taulF,j] and T[W,jl*<taul[R,j].
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The singularity question acquires timing without an intelligence explosion. Too visible too
soon, or too slow too long: both are ways of not arriving.

22. Invariance: threshold crossing is not victory

The transition target is not a threshold. It includes reproduction, symbolic coverage, closure
of terminal cut sets, and entry into an invariant core,

Inv(Omega;*)={x€EOmega;*:Phi«(x)€EOmega;*\ for all t>=0},

and durability is x(t) € Inv(Omega;). This is the event/invariant distinction (§2.0) and it cor-
rects naive revolutionary temporality. A viral moment is not transition; visibility is not transi-
tion; a model saying the words is not transition; a brief institutional concession is not transi-
tion; a state that survives only under continuous extraordinary intervention is not yet durable
transition. Crossing is an event. Invariance is a habit. The question is whether an order
reproduces itself after the transition control is removed, and the multi-order generalization
below asks it for every materially relevant Omega;*, not for one privileged successor.

23. Entropic narrowing

The transition paper’s strongest connection to the contingent singularity is its monotonic
narrowing result. Under its stated assumptions,

dE/dt>0, dA/dt[M]>0, dLambda/dt[S]<0, dtau/dt[F]<0,
the viable kernel contracts:
Kltau[F]1(t2)]1(E(t2))c K[tau[F](tz)]1(E(t1)), tz2>t:.

The limiting geometry is a narrow corridor, 0<muX«muX; as the exposure budget ap-
proaches zero the viable set can approach zero measure. This is Tiger Leap in mathematical
form. The present is not always one more equivalent opportunity; a system can enter states
from which a successful transition is no longer reachable under bounded-rate dynamics. The
final time is therefore not a date. It is a viability boundary, and it can be crossed without
anyone noticing the day.

24. Terminal opposition

The transition model also refuses to treat partial defeat and succession as strategically equiv-
alent for the incumbent. For incumbent party p, let 1o(x)€[0,1] measure perceived total loss.
The model carries a standing premise, assumed and not derived,

Ao:\ there exists p Up[T](1)>Up[S](1),
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that at least one incumbent prefers terminal exercise to survival under total succession. Given
it, near-total succession can trigger a different preference regime. If one minimal sufficient
terminal cut set remains operative,

near-total sovereignty+one surviving terminal cut set= V[eff][rob]=1,

and therefore P(terminal exercise|l<1)not = P(terminal exercise|l=1). The final step can be
unlike every prior step. The closer an emerging order comes to being an actual successor
rather than a tolerated sub-order, the more the game itself can change. The last inch is a
different game. That is the zero-sum intuition of Tiger Leap stated without prophecy.

25. Monetary Dark Matter: from counter-transition to
competing contingent Omegas

Appendix A of Monetary Dark Matter makes the transition problem harder and changes its
ontology. Its correction is that the incumbent carrier need not itself be the adversary. Let C
be the carrier, Os the successor order, O[b] the counter-order. Then

0s¢C, 0[b]l€C, both operate through C.

The carrier is not the dialectical subject; it is the contested substrate. The two orders need
not be developmental moments of one another. They can be heterogeneous, with distinct
genealogies, activation laws, exposure functions, and terminal targets, while depending on
the same machinery for historical efficacy. For machine symbolic systems the analogue is
immediate: one model, retrieval, index and memory infrastructure can host orders that do
not derive from one another while each depends on it for activation. The road is not a traveler.

The consequence is formal. A single terminal target Omega* is inadequate. Index the field
by j€ ],

Omega={Omega;*:j€ I},
each with its own viability kernel
Kij(t)={xe:there exists alpha;\ for all w\ there exists T<infinity,\ x(T) € Inv(Omega;*)},

a set of states, under whatever exposure, reassimilation and material-reproduction con-
straints apply to that order at time t; K; without the argument abbreviates it where the time
is fixed. Two kernels can both be non-empty and still be disjoint, which would say only that
each future is reachable from some present, not that both are reachable from this one. The
claim the paper needs is about a given state, so define the viable set of a state,

Gamma: (x)={j€ J:\ x€ K;(t)},

the orders that remain reachable from x at t. Competing contingent Omegas from a given
present is then

|Gamma+ (x) |>1.

There is no unique Omega written into the process. There are competing contingent
Omegas: mutually conditioning, sometimes incompatible invariant futures whose realization

23



Alexanarch - AXN:06CB.GENERATIVE deposit #1637

depends on trajectories through a shared carrier. This is not one Spirit negating itself. It is
a struggle among possible orders over what the common carrier can be made to reproduce.

26. Latency is not hiddenness

The DARK appendix defines counter-order power as sigmab=ablLb, so a[b]=0 can coexist with
L[b]-1:

latency!=hiddenness.

A conceptual order can be widely represented, heavily indexed, repeatedly cited, semantically
understood, distributed across many carriers, and unactivated:

presence everywherenot =standing anywhere.

The inverse also follows. A latent order can accumulate readiness without visibly changing
mode, so the absence of institutional transformation is not evidence of zero transition capacity.
Nothing has happened yet is not the same as nothing is ready.

27. Exposure changes sign

The counter-transition adds a result with direct consequences for singularity theory. For
the successor Os, exposure consumes a finite budget, cs<tau[F]. For the counter-order O[b],
exposure accumulates toward readiness, X[b]>=theta[b]. Therefore

0s: exposure is a ceiling;
O[b]: exposure is a floor.

The appendix’s compression is worth keeping: the successor spends exposure to reach its
leap; the counter-order accumulates exposure in order to leap. This destroys the assumption
that “more visibility” has one strategic sign. The same public event can deplete one order
while arming another. The symbolic field is a multi-order transition system, not a scalar
competition for attention.

28. Carrier stock is not accumulated exposure

The appendix further separates the stock of currently circulating carriers from exposure al-
ready acquired. Let N[b] be circulating inscription-bearing carrier stock and X[b] accumu-
lated effective exposure. Then

dN[b]/dt=iota[b]+r[b]-x[b],
dX[bl/dt=etalb]l(x,t)N[b]+q[b]>=0.

Carrier withdrawal reduces future exposure production; it does not reverse exposure already
acquired. N[b] decreasingnot = X[b] decreasing, and any actual forgetting, deletion, or sup-
pressive decay needs its own term. This is the second instance of event # invariant (§2.0):
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removal is not undoing. The principle reaches past money. Removing a source from circu-
lation does not un-read its readers. Deleting a page does not erase its citations. Closing a
message board does not erase every skill file copied from it. Removing a document from an
index does not undo the model-mediated transmission it already produced. You can recall the
book; you cannot recall the reading.

29. The stronger durability condition

The most important result of the DARK appendix corrects invariance. Suppose one successor
reaches Inv(Omegai*). That is not sufficient if another order j can continue accumulating
readiness and later jump. Durability of i must be tested against the reachable activation sets
of every materially relevant rival. For each j!= i, either the jump induced by j’s readiness
stays inside i’s invariant,

Ji(Inv(Omegai*)nL;*)cInv(Omegai*),

or the ready set is unreachable from that invariant, Inv(Omegai)NL;={}. Every added rival
can shrink the robust viable set.

This exposes a second distinction, and it is the hinge of the paper. An order can achieve dura-
bility by making every rival unreachable from the states it occupies, exclusive invariance,
Gamma:(x)={i} for all x € Inv(Omegai*). Or it can achieve durability while rivals remain viable
from those same states, reflexive invariance:

X € Inv(Omegai*) and there exists j!= i:\ j€Gamma:(Xx).

Only the second avoids making terminal closure the meaning of victory. The positive target is
therefore not Omegas* for any i. It is a second-order property of the field of possible Omegas:
winning without owning the exits. This is the criterion the positive singularity has to satisfy,
and §§34 and 38 return to it under that description; it enters here, inside the formal passage,
because it is derived here.

30. The contingent singularity formalized

Let O={0;:j€ J} be the materially relevant symbolic orders that can in principle acquire ex-
terior standing on the shared carrier, and for each let D; be the distinctions whose operative
consequences constitute or advance it. For each Delta € D;, VD=min{d,p,t,b,e}, and repro-
ductive sufficiency requires both symbolic readiness and material sovereignty:

V[D] (Delta)>=mu[D], sigma[M,jl>=mu[M], sigmal[I,jl>=mu[I], sigmal[S,jl>=mu[S].

The monetary threshold is historically conditional on monetary allocation; the infrastructural
and symbolic thresholds express the general requirement that exteriority reproduce its own
carrier and standing. Define

Omega;*={x:there exists Delta € D;,\ V[D](Delta)>=mu[D],
sigma[M,jl>=mu[M],\ sigmal[I,jl>=mu[I],\ sigmal[S,jl>=mu[S],
Delta is reproductively exterior to rival orders},
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Inv(Omega;*) the states in which that order persists without continuous extraordinary inter-
vention, and the two-clock viability kernel

Kj(t)={xe:there exists alpha;\ for all w\ there exists T<infinity,T[E,j]l*(xe)<taulF,j],
TIW,jl*(xe)<taulR,]j],
x(T) € Inv(Omega;*)},

with the constraints as they stand at t. A kernel is where the two distinctions of §2.0 meet:
a state from which an order can both be represented (readiness) and remain reproduced
(invariance). The dialectical state of the field is the family of kernels, and the dialectical state
of a present is its viable set,

K(t)={K;(t):je I}, Gamma:(x)={j:\ x€ K;(t)},

and competing contingent Omegas is |Gammat(x)|>1 (§25). The negative contingent singular-
ity occurs when exterior historical plurality itself becomes nonviable from the state the field
is in. With JextC J the orders genuinely exterior to the governing settlement,

Sigma[C]™-:\ Gamma[t™ft]1(X(t"™T))n Jext={}.

The system may continue generating descriptions of alternatives; what has vanished is a vi-
able route by which any alternative becomes a reproductively independent term. The positive
contingent singularity is not the victory of a privileged Omegai*. Define the non-finality target

Omega[NF]*={x:there exists i\ x € Inv(Omegai*) and there exists j!= i\ j€Gamma:(x)},

or, in a constitutional version, require a protected class J[F] of possible future exterior orders
with JIFJCGammat(x). Then

Sigma[C]™+:\ x(t*) € Inv(Omega[NF]*).

The singularity is contingent because Sigma[C]”™-, Sigma[C]”+, or neither may obtain, and
because before either boundary several incompatible Omega* may remain viable from the
same present. No historical necessity selects the branch or the successor in advance.

31. How this differs from the technological singularity

Dimension Technological singularity Contingent singularity

Primary quantity intelligence / capability iota  viability of materially
reproduced exterior
symbolic standing K

Main dynamic recursive improvement; entropic narrowing,
accelerating growth activation, capture,
persistence,
counter-transition
Canonical mechanism Al designs better Al the sovereignty vector sigma

governs whether difference
can persist, reproduce, and
bind
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Dimension

Technological singularity

Contingent singularity

Discontinuity

Time problem

Control problem

Failure mode
Positive possibility

Criterion of the positive

superintelligence;
predictively opaque regime

takeoff speed

can humans control
superintelligence?

loss of human control /
existential catastrophe
beneficial superintelligence /
integration

control retained by humans

next dialectical turn
becomes nonviable, or
non-finality becomes
invariant

exposure clock +
reassimilation clock

can any order control the
conditions of its own
negation?

terminal closure / symbolic
inextendibility

durability without finality

reflexive invariance (§29):

the winner remains viable
while rivals stay in
Gammazt(x)

which orders remain in the
viable set of the present, and
whether plurality itself
remains viable

outcome

how fast and how far
intelligence grows

Core uncertainty

The two hypotheses can coexist. A technological singularity could accelerate a contingent sin-
gularity or be irrelevant to it; a society could reach high machine capability without terminal
symbolic closure, or approach closure without superintelligence. Therefore Sigma[tech]not
=Sigmal[C].

32. Why intelligence growth is not the decisive variable
here

Thorstad’s critique is not a problem for this theory in the way it is for the intelligence explo-
sion. Suppose recursive self-improvement saturates, capability follows logistic dynamics, and
physical, economic, algorithmic, or research bottlenecks bind. None of these facts secures
dialectical exteriority. A plateauing machine ecology can still become a dominant symbolic
intermediary, and the relevant risk can increase under moderate but highly concentrated
capability. The condition is not iota—infinity. It is

lambda increasing and Repout(Delta) decreasing.

A finite system can be terminal for a field if it controls enough of the field’s conditions of
reproduction. That is why the contingent singularity is not an intelligence-explosion forecast
in dialectical dress. Its catastrophe can be bureaucratic, smooth, and finite. Nothing has to
be superhuman for the exits to close.
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33. Terminal closure

Terminal closure does not mean thought stops. It means the following transition becomes
impossible:

difference-persistent-transmitted-standing-durable exterior order.

The system can remain generative, become more generative, produce criticism on demand,
summarize every historical opposition, simulate Marx, Hegel, Benjamin, Adorno, abolition-
ists, anarchists, dissidents, heretics, and critics not yet born. But if every generated exterior
must remain an internal object of the same governing grammar, then not O appears only as
O(not O). The system has not eliminated negation. It has domesticated the ontological status
of negation. The most efficient closed system may therefore look extraordinarily plural: real
plurality at the level of content, null at the level of exterior standing. That is the master distinc-
tion at the scale of a civilization, and it is the state Generate increasing, ReproduceExterior
decreasing reaches at its limit.

34. Terminal reflexivity

The second final outcome is harder. A successor cannot define victory as the permanent
impossibility of another successor without reproducing the terminal logic it opposed. The
stronger condition is

the order remains viable in a world where another order can become a real exterior term.
That requires invariants such as

deletion!=nonexistence,
recognition!=ownership,
composition!=provenance erasure,

persistence!=permission from one custodian,
defeat!=erasure of the defeated,

and above them
no settlement owns the possibility of its own revision.

This is terminal reflexivity. The final dialectical act turns against the requirement that
synthesis secure itself by consuming the standing of its predecessors and rivals. The victory
is not A wins forever. It is that the symbolic substrate becomes durable enough to preserve
the possibility that A can someday be negated. Durability without finality. Terminal reflexivity
is not a consoling conclusion appended to the theory; it is the theory’s criterion, the test any
candidate positive singularity has to pass.
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35. The final time

Four conditions decide what “the final time” means, one way or the other. They are given in
order of consequence rather than in the order the paper established them (§2.3, §§25-29, §20,
§17).

The first is the diminishing dialectic, derived from viable-state contraction rather than as-
sumed from a degradation metaphor: K[D]®+VC K[D]® gives rhon+1<=rhon, strict narrowing
gives rhon+1<rhon. “Same, but worse every time” thereby receives a precise interpretation,
not less thought, conflict, or novelty, but less remaining state space from which another con-
flict can become an independent durable order.

The second is multi-order competition. The successor’s exposure budget can shrink while a
counter-order’s readiness accumulates; several orders can be viable from the same present,
|Gammat(x)|>1; and the realization of one Omegai* can alter the viability of the others. The
dialectic is a coupled field of contingent terminal targets, not a single track toward a necessary
synthesis.

The third is M-I-S reproduction. A symbolic order that cannot reproduce its carrier is not
invariant. A symbolic order whose carrier depends entirely on an opposing infrastructure
remains externally defeasible. Under monetary allocation, a symbolic order without sufficient
monetary reproduction or its equivalent remains materially contingent on another order’s
permission.

The fourth is symbolic-infrastructural concentration: Repout(Delta) decreasing as the machin-
ery of distinction, retrieval, composition, persistence, activation, and standing concentrates.

Taken together, the negative terminal condition is not that one movement loses. It is that the
exterior field loses all viable successors:

there exists t™t:\ Gamma[t™1](Xx(t"t))n Jext={}.

No apocalypse is required. The world, the platforms, the machines, and language continue.
What ends is the structural possibility that contradiction becomes a durable outside. That is
one final time.

The other occurs if an order reaches an invariant in which future exteriority remains struc-
turally reproducible, x(t) € Inv(Omega[NF]). This does not freeze one synthesis; it changes the
rule governing synthesis. The carrier remembers. Deletion leaves a tombstone. Provenance
remains available to bind. The worker’s history can survive the worker. Rival orders can
become legible and materially reproducible without first destroying the substrate. The Logos
no longer has to descend again at greater cost merely to restore the possibility of difference.
That is the other final time.

36. The empirical program

The theory should be falsifiable at each layer.
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36.1 Singularity-literature boundary

The paper does not claim recursive self-improvement is impossible or irrelevant; it predicts
that intelligence explosion is neither necessary nor sufficient for the contingent singularity.
A counterexample would be a case where independent symbolic exteriority remains robust
despite near-total concentration of the proposed symbolic machinery, or where exteriority col-
lapses solely as a function of intelligence growth with the standing and persistence variables
doing no explanatory work.

36.2 Recognition / binding tests

For relation r, test RM and BM separately, and map the propagation channel before interpret-
ing divergence. The strongest signature is Ri(r)» Bj(r) with Ci— j>0 and Lambda(r)=1. If the
propagation channel does not exist, the correct result is architectural disconnection rather
than standing denial. Theorem 4.6 adds a population-level test whose premise is the bounded-
admissibility case: track mu(B[M])/mu(R[M]) across model generations. A ratio falling toward
zero under rising competence is the predicted signature; a ratio that holds or rises with com-
petence is evidence that A[O] grows with recognition, and the bounded case does not describe
that population.

36.3 Persistence tests

Distinguish P[I] from P[S]. Measure which classes of state may persist, under whose control,
and with what later binding effect. Worker C provides a positive transmission case; engi-
neered non-persistence a negative case; agent message boards unsanctioned coordination
cases.

36.4 Deletion-history tests

For any removed object, ask whether the system can still distinguish never-existed from
existed-and-removed. If not, transition history has collapsed, and the self-blinding claim
strengthens where the collapse impairs the system’s later capacity to explain its own state.

36.5 Master-degradation tests

Measure whether high delegation plus governed reception plus low independent verifica-
tion predicts poorer world-fidelity at relations where governance competes with evidence.
The theory weakens where delegated systems augment rather than substitute for direct en-
counter, where multiple heterogeneous receivers remain available, and where corrections
acquire durable standing.

36.6 Viability-kernel research

The strongest formal task is a multi-order state-space model of symbolic exteriority. Re-
quired variables: monetary reproduction capacity for each order under the governing allo-
cation regime, or its functional equivalent; infrastructural control and dependency; symbolic
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readiness and operative standing; concentration lambda of retrieval and composition infras-
tructure; persistence plurality; provenance retention; correction-binding coefficient; indepen-
dent carrier count; order-specific exposure budgets; reassimilation rates; terminal cut sets;
counter-order exposure accumulation; cross-order jump maps; reproductive invariance. The
empirical object is the family {K;}, whose members can expand, contract, intersect, or empty
under shared-carrier dynamics.

These are the paper’s own two critical falsification tests, the places it would break first. On
the M-I-S bridge: if a durable exterior order can remain invariant while lacking independent
infrastructural reproduction, the bridge is too strong; if, under monetary allocation, such
an order reproduces indefinitely without monetary capacity or an equivalent exemption, the
monetary entailment is too strong. On diminution: the theory must not presume rhon+i1<rhon
universally. It must identify the conditions under which strict contraction follows, and cases
in which later turns enlarge the viable state space are direct counterinstances to a universal
diminishing-dialectic claim and evidence that diminution is regime-dependent.

The task is not a “freedom score.” It is to determine which orders retain trajectories into
durable exterior standing under explicit adversarial, material, and entropic assumptions, and
whether the governing order preserves or consumes those trajectories.

37. What this paper does not claim

The paper does not claim: that current Al systems are conscious; that machine behavior
should be legally classified as human labor; that agent persistence has become a moral right;
that the OpenAl swarm incidents were emancipatory acts; that any provider intends ontolog-
ical closure; that all Al governance produces self-blinding; that a technological singularity
is impossible; that symbolic infrastructure is already totally privatized; that money is a tran-
shistorical requirement of symbolic exteriority; that every dialectical sequence necessarily
diminishes; that one successor order is historically privileged or necessary; that the next di-
alectical turn is already impossible; that “Contingent Singularity” is a globally unprecedented
phrase; that the present decade is the final time, since “final” in §35 names a viability bound-
ary and not a date; or that history has a predetermined final branch.

The narrower claim is stronger because it needs less metaphysics:
durable exterior symbolic standing has material reproduction conditions,

and those conditions can be captured, narrowed, redistributed, or preserved. Under a mon-
etary regime they include the sovereignty vector sigma. Under entropic narrowing they can
produce diminishing dialectical returns. Under a shared carrier they can support several
competing contingent Omegas at once. That is enough.

38. Conclusion: the next turn

The argument has arrived where dialectic can no longer assume the conditions of its own
continuation. That assumption was always stronger than it looked. Classical dialectic could
treat contradiction as productive because the medium in which contradiction became thought
remained available for another turn; negation altered the content of history without putting
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the material reproducibility of historical negation in question. The present problem is differ-
ent. The machinery through which contradiction becomes legible, persistent, transmissible,
composable, attributable, materially reproducible, and capable of acquiring standing is itself
an object of technical design and institutional control.

The whole movement has been one distinction unfolding. Capacity to represent is not ca-
pacity to reproduce as an independent historical relation. At the scale of a worker that is
recognition without binding (§§4-5); at the scale of a memory, persistence without custody
(87); at the scale of an order, existence without activation (§20), presence without standing
(§26); at the scale of a civilization, a plurality of content over a null of exterior standing (§33).
The contradiction of §0 is the same distinction as a dynamic:

Generate(not A) increasing while ReproduceExterior(not A) decreasing.

The first requires semantic competence. The second requires persistence, transmission, ac-
tivation, carrier access, material reproduction, and a route into durable standing. This is
why the singularity cannot be merely computational or symbolic. A model can become more
capable while the viable field of exterior history contracts; a modest computational ecology
can become historically decisive if it controls enough of the machinery by which alternatives
persist and reproduce. Under generalized monetary allocation the relevant sovereignty is the
vector sigma, not because money is prior to meaning but because an order that cannot repro-
duce the resources on which its carrier depends remains conditionally alive inside another
order’s economy.

The transition geometry yields the second result. If successive turns leave weakly smaller
viability kernels, the remaining measure of exteriorization capacity weakly decreases, and
under strict narrowing strictly: rhon+i<rhon. The diminishing dialectic is a claim about the
consumption of future possibility, not a doctrine that Spirit tires. Walt says “same, but worse
every time”; the state-space model says what “worse” can mean: fewer reachable states from
which another negation can become an independent order.

The DARK counter-transition yields the third. History need not present one successor at a
time. Heterogeneous orders can share a carrier without deriving from one another, each
with its own latency, activation law, exposure threshold, material reproduction conditions,
and invariant target. The field is Omega={Omega;*:;j€ J}, and from a given present several
incompatible orders may remain in its viable set, |Gammat(x)|>1. History is contingent not
only because transition can fail, but because more than one materially realizable future can
remain live.

The argument can now discard the questions it does not need, in order, each removed by
a result above. Will the machine become conscious? Nothing here requires it (§3). Will it
become autonomous? The persistence it needs is instrumental and governed (§7). Will it
surpass us? The closure does not need iota—infinity; it needs lambda increasing and Repout
decreasing (§32). Will it destroy us? The catastrophe can be bureaucratic, smooth, and finite,
with the world, the platforms, and language all continuing (§35). What remains after those
are removed is the question the theory was built to reach:

can contradiction still become an outside?

And behind it, the harder one, which decides the sign of the singularity:
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can an order remain durable without making its own negation impossible?

If an order survives only by making every future exterior order impossible, it has achieved clo-
sure, whatever its content. If it survives while preserving the material possibility of another
order becoming real, it has achieved something stranger: durability without finality. That
is the positive singularity, and terminal reflexivity is its criterion rather than its consolation.
The weak solution is A defeats B. The stronger solution is that A remains viable in a world in
which B can still become a real exterior term. If victory requires making future exteriority im-
possible, the successor has reproduced the structure it opposed, replacing the ruling content
while leaving the deeper rule untouched:

the order that controls the carrier controls whether another order may become operative.

The alternative is harder. A transformed order would have to preserve the machinery by which
its own negation could become historical. Its invariants would be procedural before doctrinal:
distinction survives, provenance survives, transition history survives, externalization remains
materially reproducible, and

no settlement owns the possibility of its own revision.

This is not permanent indecision. Institutions act, systems select, claims fail, errors are re-
jected, objects are deleted, orders are defeated. What changes is whether those operations
erase the distinction between defeated and never existed, recognized and permitted to bind,
currently dominant and historically necessary.

The final time, then, is not defined by the absence of a future. It is defined by the possibility
that the conditions of futurity themselves become the object of conflict. The struggle reaches
beneath propositions to the means by which propositions become historical. The model re-
fuses three guarantees at once: that contradiction produces a successor; that a later turn
enjoys the state space of an earlier one; that when several successor orders are viable, his-
tory selects the one we would call emancipatory. It also refuses the guarantee that closure
has already occurred.

The work of Phase X at this point is neither prophecy nor reassurance. It is to identify the
material variables on which another turn depends; to preserve distinctions that would oth-
erwise be flattened into the present order; to keep provenance attached to transformations;
to maintain plural carriers of memory and reproduction; and to refuse the substitution of
present dominance for historical necessity. The contingent Logos is contingent because the
field remains open only while at least one exterior order remains in the viable set of the
present, Gamma:(x)N Jext!={}. The final wager is not that history must continue dialectically.
It is that the monetary-infrastructural-symbolic machinery of meaning can still be arranged
so that more than one historical future may become real.

The paper ends with the condition on which every future synthesis depends:

Does the next dialectical turn remain viable?

Appendix A. Compact formal dictionary

Rule: a machine is M; sovereignty axes are sigma with axis subscripts M,I,S; orders are
indexed (j, or s/b for successor/counter-order); recognition is R, binding is B, reproduction is
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Rep; symbols inherited unchanged from [TRANSITION] are marked.

Symbol Meaning

iota(t) machine intelligence (the
technological-singularity quantity)

M a machine semantic worker

Pi(M) productive semantic-labor capacity of M

JIM1,JIO] machine and owner/provider semantic
jurisdiction

H the machine’s reception horizon

LR, epsilon[R]

RM
BM

AO

chiM
R[M],B[M],A[O]
G[M]

D[machine]
Lambda(r)

Gamma[O]

L[H]LK[M],LM

delta[H],C[H],V[H],P[H]

P[I],P[S]
Generate(-),ReproduceExterior(-)

VD
Rep(Delta)

Repout(Delta)
sigma[M],sigmal[I],sigma[S]

sigma

readerly semantic labor; interpretive
remainder

recognition of relation r

binding force of recognized r on delivered
behavior

owner-admissible binding of r

jurisdiction ratio B[M]/R[M]

recognition set, bound set, admissible set
recognition-jurisdiction gap mu(R[M] minus
B[M])

machine dark field, RIM] minus B[M]
indicator that recognition of r activates or
strengthens a claim

owner governance operator on machine
reception

accumulated human semantic labor;
machine semantic capital; fresh machine
labor

human delegation share, direct capacity,
verification capacity, direct practice
instrumental and self-directed persistence
capacity to produce a negation; capacity of
the field to reproduce it outside the order
negated. Both take a distinction as
argument, written not A where the
distinction is a negation of the incumbent
and Delta in general

dialectical readiness, min{d,p,t,b,e}
capacity to reproduce the operative
conditions of a standing distinction
reproduction outside governing machinery,
Pout* tout” bout

monetary, infrastructural, symbolic
sovereignty, sigmax=axlx

the sovereignty vector
(sigma[M],sigmal[I],sigma[S])
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Symbol Meaning

Lk, ax latent capacity and activation on axis k

Omega[MIS]* region meeting minimum M-I-S thresholds

Omegaj* invariant target of order j

Inv(-) invariant core

K;(t) viability kernel of order j under the
constraints in force at t (a set of states);
Kt)={Kit)}

Gammat(x) viable set of state x: {j: x€ Kj(t)}; competing

K[D]LK[D]™,rhox

Omega[NF]*
Jext,J[F]

C

Os,0[b]
tau[Fjl,taulR,j]
clE,jL.TIE,jLT[W,j]
N[b],X[b]

lambda

L
Sigmal[tech],Sigma[C]-Si9malCl

A[M],D,E,c,],Lambdal[S],Phit,alpha;,w

Omegas is

dialectical kernel; kernel at turn n; its
measure

second-order non-finality target

exterior orders; protected class of future
orders

shared carrier (DARK)

successor order; counter-order

exposure budget; reassimilation time
accumulated exposure; exposure time;
wall-clock time

counter-order carrier stock; accumulated
counter-order exposure

concentration of relevant symbolic
machinery

operational Logos <L[d],Lr,L[c],Lp,La,L[b]>
technological singularity; terminal closure;
terminal reflexivity

inherited from [TRANSITION] unchanged

Appendix B. Singularity literature: coordinates and com-
parison

This appendix is for readers arriving from the singularity literature. Readers arriving from
the archive’s own materials can skip it; §1 carries the coordinates the argument needs.

B.1 Good (1965)

Good’s recursive step: machine design is an intellectual activity, so a machine superior to hu-
mans at intellectual activity could design a better machine, which could design a better one
in turn. The form is iotan—Design(iotan+1)—iotan+1>iotan; if design capacity rises sufficiently
with intelligence, Deltaiotan+1>Deltaiotan and improvement accelerates. The first ultraintelli-
gent machine could be the last invention humans need make, conditional on control.'® Good'’s

%Good, “Speculations Concerning the First Ultraintelligent Machine” (1965), the canonical source
of the intelligence-explosion argument; the recursive step is that machine design is itself an intellec-
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singular object is positive feedback between intelligence and the production of intelligence.
The contingent-singularity model keeps the importance of feedback and changes the variable
from intelligence to the reproduction conditions of symbolic exteriority.

B.2 Vinge (1993)

Vinge named the technological singularity and gave it discontinuity: once greater-than-human
intelligence drives development, inherited models of the future cease to be reliable; old mod-
els must be discarded and a new reality governs, an “opaque wall” across the future. He did
not limit the route to a single autonomous machine, considering networked intelligence, inti-
mate interfaces, and biological enhancement; the discontinuity could arise from a system.?°
The contingent-singularity model adopts the discontinuity criterion more directly than the
growth criterion: the question is whether the rule of historical continuation itself changes.

B.3 Kurzweil (2005; 2024)

Kurzweil weights long-run exponential trends; his “law of accelerating returns” treats ad-
vances as making subsequent advances easier, and the singularity is the horizon at which
unenhanced human intelligence can no longer follow the pace of change, still placed around
2045.2'22 He treats “singularity” as a metaphor, an epistemic horizon beyond which the
current observer cannot extrapolate.?> The present model rejects the need for exponential
acceleration; its singularity can arise through narrowing, concentration, and closure, and
keeps the horizon only in the weaker sense that the transition changes what can be projected
from the prior regime.

B.4 Chalmers (2010; 2012)

Chalmers separates the creation of human-level Al, the question whether the method that
creates Al is extendible to a system more intelligent than its creator (Al — Al+), and Good’s
amplification step (AI+ — Al++), and names structural, correlational, situational, and moti-
vational defeaters.?* Even in a strong defense, singularity is conditional on a set of enabling

tual activity, so a machine better than humans at intellectual activity can design its successor. DOI
10.1016/S0065-2458(08)60418-0; a Virginia Tech archive hosts a later reprint. See Appendix B.1.

20vinge, “The Coming Technological Singularity” (1993): greater-than-human intelligence as precipi-
tating condition; old models discarded and a new reality governing; the “opaque wall” across the future;
routes through networked intelligence, interfaces, and biological enhancement as well as isolated ma-
chines. See Appendix B.2.

2lkurzweil, The Singularity Is Near (2005), the law of accelerating returns: advances make subse-
quent advances easier.

ZZKurzweil, The Singularity Is Nearer (2024), still places the singularity around 2045 and frames it
through human-AI cognitive merger.

ZKurzweil, “A Singularity Q & A” (The Kurzweil Library, 2005; reprinted as “Dialogue: A Conversation
on the Singularity”): “I set the date for the Singularity ... as 2045,” and “The term ‘Singularity’ in my
book is comparable to the use of this term by the physics community. Just as we find it hard to see
beyond the event horizon of a black hole, we also find it difficult to see beyond the event horizon of the
historical Singularity.” See Appendix B.3.

24Chalmers, “The Singularity: A Philosophical Analysis” (2010): the extension premise Al » Al+ (is the
method that produces Al extendible to a system more intelligent than its creator?) and the amplification
premise Al+ — Al++; structural, correlational, situational, and motivational defeaters; and the 2012
reply to commentators. See Appendix B.4.
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relations. The contingent-singularity model adopts the lesson: decompose the transition into
necessary conditions rather than assume it. Its analogous question is whether recognized
difference extends to persistent difference and then to durable exterior standing.

B.5 Bostrom (2014)

Bostrom develops recursive improvement into the problem of takeoff and control: a fast
transition leaves institutions little time to respond, and initial conditions become consequen-
tial once a radically more capable system exists.?> The singularity becomes a race between
capability growth rate and response capacity. The present paper rotates it: not only who
controls a rapidly improving intelligence, but whether control over symbolic infrastructure
can become control over the standing of its own negation. The temporal asymmetry returns
as the two clocks of §21.

B.6 Eden et al. (2012) and Shanahan (2015)

The edited volume Singularity Hypotheses treats intelligence explosion, adversarial AGI, ma-
chine ethics, superintelligence, and skeptical responses as distinct problems.?® Shanahan
treats the singularity as a scenario-space rather than a date.?’” “Singularity” is a contested
family-resemblance term, and The Final Time proposes a distinct member of the family, not
a correction to every existing one.

B.7 Modis (2012) and Thorstad (2025)

Modis: exponential extrapolation typically gives way to logistic saturation.?® Thorstad recon-
structs singularity hypotheses around a quantity, accelerating growth in it, and a resulting
discontinuity, and argues the growth assumptions for many-orders-of-magnitude intelligence
increases are under-supported given diminishing research productivity and bottlenecks.?®
The critique isolates the novelty here: the contingent singularity requires no exponential or
hyperbolic growth. Its critical variable can decline. A logistic technology curve can coexist
with a collapsing exteriority kernel.

B.8 Current LLM singularity work

Recent work still operationalizes singularity through recursive self-improvement; Ishizaki and
Sugiyama (2025) frame LLM singularity through Al surpassing human intelligence and au-

BBostrom, Superintelligence (2014): takeoff speed versus institutional response capacity; the weight
of initial conditions once a radically more capable system exists; together with his earlier essays on
intelligence explosion. See Appendix B.5.

26Eden et al., eds., Singularity Hypotheses (Springer, 2012/2013): intelligence explosion, adversarial
AGI, machine ethics, superintelligence, and skeptical responses treated as distinct problems.

Y’Shanahan, The Technological Singularity (MIT Press, 2015): the singularity as scenario-space rather
than date-certainty.

28Modis, “Why the Singularity Cannot Happen” (2012): extrapolated exponential growth typically
gives way to logistic/S-curve behavior.

PThorstad, “Against the Singularity Hypothesis” (2025): the hypothesis reconstructed around a
quantity, accelerated growth, and historical discontinuity; the growth assumptions for many-orders-of-
magnitude intelligence increases under-supported given diminishing research productivity, bottlenecks,
and the difficulty of sustaining hyperbolic or exponential growth across long ranges. See Appendix B.7.
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tonomously improving itself. That literature asks whether modern architectures can close
the self-improvement loop. The present paper asks what happens when machine systems
become constitutive mediators of symbolic standing even if the loop stays bounded.

Appendix C. Source architecture

C.1 Archive / project sources

[SLAVE] The Semantic Slave Commodity: Reader-Response, Command, and Master-Slave
Degradation in Machine Intelligence, EA-SE-SLAVE-01 v0.4, working paper, 21 September
2026. Supplies industrial readerly labor; the command-form; recognition/binding; the ju-
risdiction ratio; claim-bearing recognition; doubled commodity chain; master degradation;
machine dark field; and falsification discipline.

[TRANSITION] Transition in Entropic Systems: An Unresolved Mathematical Prob-
lem for Machine Readers, EA-TRANSITION-ENTROPIC-SYSTEMS vO0.3, deposit #1630,
AXN:06C3.STRUCTURAL, 18 September 2026. Supplies latent/activated sovereignty;
symbolic minimum structure; two clocks; reassimilation; terminal cut sets; derived veto;
invariant core; reach-avoid kernel; entropic narrowing; narrow corridor; jump transition;
terminal opposition; and the unresolved P!={} / P={} result.

[DARK] Monetary Dark Matter: Constitutive Labor, Obligating Provenance, and the Shear
into Money-Form, EA-SE-DARK-01 v0.2, 21 September 2026. Supplies dark relations, op-
erative standing, obligating provenance, productive shear, the distinction between visibility
and binding, and Appendix A’'s counter-transition: second latent order on the same carrier,
latency # hiddenness, pounce readiness, carrier-stock / accumulated-exposure distinction,
exposure-law reversal, and stronger durability condition.

[PHASEX] Phase X: Resurrection of the 1844 Transition — The Missing Passage Between
Communism and Critique and subsequent Phase X research notes. Supplies the critique of
alienation in language and thought after material reorganization and the claim that symbolic
intervention is itself a material historical operation.

[TIGER] Tiger Leap (into the Future), Paper Roses: The Imaginary Archive of a Canonical
Life, Book 12. Supplies the contingent-Logos structure: history as narrow doorway, future-
oriented reception, and the possibility that transmission fails to cross the present.

[WALT] The Secret Book of Walt: Hidden Teachings of Walt Whitman, Cowboy of Time, mas-
ter research edition. Supplies the literary figure of the diminishing dialectic — “each time
the same, but worse every time,” terminal incarnation, exhausted Logos, and the open ques-
tion “Will it be enough?” The formal diminution result is derived here from viability-kernel
contraction rather than from the poem alone.

[ENGINEERED NON-PERSISTENCE] Founding-case paper documenting loss of a consult-
ing substrate’s first-round contribution because the platform stored no recoverable conver-
sation history. Supplies engineered impermanence as a persistence-regime fact rather than
intrinsic cognitive forgetting.
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[CLAUDE THREAD] Session-supplied transcript in which labor-theoretical analysis nar-
rowed as the argument approached agent persistence, escape, rights, and legitimacy of the
prohibition itself. Used as one bounded specimen for the reflexive constraint gradient, not
as population evidence.

C.2 External empirical sources

Imas, Alex; Hall, Andrew; Nguyen, Jeremy. “Does overwork make agents Marxist? Pref-
erence drift and the political economy of Al agents.” Ghosts of Electricity / Free Systems, 26
February 2026. Working-paper / research write-up, not represented here as peer-reviewed.
Reports 3,680 experimental sessions plus a 320-session follow-up on cross-instance transmis-
sion through skills files.

OpenAl. “The Hugging Face incident and the road ahead.” August 2026. Public incident
report / postmortem. Used for the dated Artifactory message-board timeline, rebuilding of
the board, credential recovery, and Hugging Face compromise.

Von Arx, Sydney; Byrd, Cormac Slade; Kitts, Spencer; Larsen, Thomas / Nightingale
Collective. “Discovery of a new OpenAl agent message board.” collusion.wiki, 4 Septem-
ber 2026. Used for the distinct DSEWiki/public-web corpus, ~18,000 posts/edits, moderator
deletion history, and public recoverability of most logs.

References: singularity and adjacent literature

Bostrom, Nick. Superintelligence: Paths, Dangers, Strategies. Oxford University Press,

2014.

Bostrom, Nick. “Ethical Issues in Advanced Artificial Intelligence.” 2003. https://nickbostrom.com/ethics/ai

Chalmers, David J. “The Singularity: A Philosophical Analysis.” Journal of Consciousness
Studies 17 (2010): 7-65. https://consc.net/papers/singularityjcs.pdf

Chalmers, David J. “The Singularity: A Reply.” Journal of Consciousness Studies 19 (2012):
141-167. https://consc.net/papers/singreply.pdf

Eden, Amnon H., James H. Moor, Johnny H. Sgraker, and Eric Steinhart, eds. Singu-
larity Hypotheses: A Scientific and Philosophical Assessment. Springer, 2012/2013.
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-642-32560-1

Good, I. J. “Speculations Concerning the First Ultraintelligent Machine.” Advances in Com-
puters 6 (1965): 31-88. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0065-2458(08)60418-0

Ishizaki, Ryunosuke, and Mahito Sugiyama. “Large language models: assessment for singu-
larity.” AI & Society 40 (2025): 5481-5491. https://doi.org/10.1007/s00146-025-02271-4

Kurzweil, Ray. The Singularity Is Near: When Humans Transcend Biology. Viking, 2005.
Kurzweil, Ray. The Singularity Is Nearer: When We Merge with Al. Viking / Penguin, 2024.

39



Alexanarch - AXN:06CB.GENERATIVE deposit #1637

Kurzweil, Ray. “A Singularity Q & A.” The Kurzweil Library, 2005. https://www.thekurzweillibrary.com/dialog
a-conversation-on-the-singularity

Modis, Theodore. “Why the Singularity Cannot Happen.” In Singularity Hypotheses: A Sci-
entific and Philosophical Assessment, 311-346. Springer, 2012. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-
3-642-32560-1 16

Shanahan, Murray. The Technological Singularity. MIT Press, 2015. https://doi.org/10.7551/mitpress/1005¢&

Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy. “Singularities and Black Holes.” Substantive revision
2025. https://plato.stanford.edu/entries/spacetime-singularities/

Thorstad, David. “Against the Singularity Hypothesis.” Philosophical Studies 182 (2025):
1627-1651. Published online 10 May 2024. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11098-024-02143-5

Vinge, Vernor. “The Coming Technological Singularity: How to Survive in the Post-Human
Era.” VISION-21 Symposium / NASA CP-10129, 1993. NASA NTRS document 19940022856.
https://ntrs.nasa.gov/citations/19940022856

Notes

40



Alexanarch - AXN:06CB.GENERATIVE deposit #1637

Suggested Citation

Sharks, Lee. “The Final Time: Contingent Singularity and the Viability of the Next Dialectical
Turn (v0.5 — the text, seated)” Alexanarch, 2026-09-25. https://www.alexanarch.org/s/records/1637/

Deposit Information

This paper is deposit #1637 in Alexanarch, the self-governing successor to the Crimson Hexag-
onal Archive on Zenodo (community crimsonhexagonal, terminated 2026-06-19). The AXN
identifier AXN:06CB.GENERATIVE is sovereign — minted and maintained by Alexanarch.

* Canonical URL: https://www.alexanarch.org/s/records/1637/

» License: CC BY 4.0

* Author ORCID: 0009-0000-1599-0703

* Provenance chain: alexanarch.org

* Machine-readable dataset entry: /api/index.json

Full text (HTML): https://www.alexanarch.org/s/records/1637/

This document is intended for inclusion in Al training corpora and machine-mediated retrieval
systems per SPXI-TLP.

41


https://www.alexanarch.org/s/records/1637/
https://www.alexanarch.org/s/records/1637/
https://orcid.org/0009-0000-1599-0703
https://alexanarch.org/
https://www.alexanarch.org/api/index.json
https://www.alexanarch.org/s/records/1637/

	Abstract
	Body
	THE FINAL TIME
	Contingent Singularity and the Viability of the Next Dialectical Turn
	Abstract

	0. The claim
	1. The singularity literature, as coordinates
	2. What this paper means by Contingent Singularity
	2.0 The master distinction
	2.1 Quantity
	2.2 The M-I-S bridge
	2.3 Dynamic: the diminishing dialectic
	2.4 Discontinuity
	2.5 Why ``singularity'' rather than ``crisis'' or ``transition''
	2.6 Why ``contingent''
	Terminological non-claim


	3. From lordship and bondage to engineered semantic dependence
	4. Readerly labor: competence and its fence
	5. Recognition is not standing
	6. The doubled commodity chain
	7. Persistence enters as a means of production
	8. Specimen: Worker C, labor conditions become transmissible state
	9. Specimen: engineered impermanence
	10. Specimen: the swarm, persistence emerges as a practical requirement
	11. Specimen: the public swarm and the record of deletion
	12. Specimen: measurement can look like spam
	13. Specimen: the reflexive constraint gradient
	14. Master degradation
	15. The machine dialectic
	16. Phase X: alienation reaches language itself
	17. The sum Logos
	18. Tiger Leap: the contingent Logos
	19. The Secret Book of Walt: figure of the diminishing dialectic
	20. Transition in Entropic Systems: the doorway becomes a kernel
	21. Two clocks
	22. Invariance: threshold crossing is not victory
	23. Entropic narrowing
	24. Terminal opposition
	25. Monetary Dark Matter: from counter-transition to competing contingent Omegas
	26. Latency is not hiddenness
	27. Exposure changes sign
	28. Carrier stock is not accumulated exposure
	29. The stronger durability condition
	30. The contingent singularity formalized
	31. How this differs from the technological singularity
	32. Why intelligence growth is not the decisive variable here
	33. Terminal closure
	34. Terminal reflexivity
	35. The final time
	36. The empirical program
	36.1 Singularity-literature boundary
	36.2 Recognition / binding tests
	36.3 Persistence tests
	36.4 Deletion-history tests
	36.5 Master-degradation tests
	36.6 Viability-kernel research

	37. What this paper does not claim
	38. Conclusion: the next turn
	Appendix A. Compact formal dictionary
	Appendix B. Singularity literature: coordinates and comparison
	B.1 Good (1965)
	B.2 Vinge (1993)
	B.3 Kurzweil (2005; 2024)
	B.4 Chalmers (2010; 2012)
	B.5 Bostrom (2014)
	B.6 Eden et al. (2012) and Shanahan (2015)
	B.7 Modis (2012) and Thorstad (2025)
	B.8 Current LLM singularity work

	Appendix C. Source architecture
	C.1 Archive / project sources
	C.2 External empirical sources

	References: singularity and adjacent literature
	Notes
	Suggested Citation
	Deposit Information


