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AT SYNTACTIC POWER AND LEGITIMACY

In the twenty-first century, power is no longer exercised only through armies, institutions, or
propaganda. It is embedded in the very syntax of artificial intelligence. Al Syntactic Power and
Legitimacy: How Al Structures Shape Power investigates how the form of machine-generated
language, through rules, compilations, and executable grammar, produces authority without
origin, intention, or interpretation.

This volume demonstrates that legitimacy today does not depend on political will but on
structural operability. A regulation is valid if it compiles. A command is binding if it executes.
A decision is authoritative if it integrates into predictive infrastructures. From legal drafting
pipelines in the European Union’s Al Act to smart contracts in decentralized finance and
automated compliance in global banking, authority migrates from deliberation to syntax.

Building on theories of grammar, sovereignty, and legitimacy, the book advances a radical
thesis: the disappearance of the subject as the center of authority. Concepts such as the
soberano ejecutable and the regla compilada reveal how agency is displaced by executable
structures, where accountability is written in logs and version control rather than in human
intention.

With analytical clarity and theoretical rigor, Al Syntactic Power and Legitimacy provide the
first comprehensive framework for understanding how artificial language systems reorganize
power. It is both a critical diagnosis of the present and a blueprint for grasping the politics of
the future, where authority is no longer spoken but compiled.

Working Papers is a publication series dedicated to independent research on power, ideology,
legitimacy, and history from an interdisciplinary perspective. Each volume stands alone while
contributing to a common thread: uncovering how power is structured, exercised, and
sustained across societies and technologies.

Agustin V. Startari (b. 1982) is a linguist and researcher in historical studies. His works include
Grammars of Power, Executable Power, and The Grammar of Objectivity. His research
explores the intersection of language, authority, and technology, establishing him as a leading
voice in the study of how syntax shapes legitimacy in predictive societies.
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PROLOGUE

The present volume closes a cycle that began with Grammars of
Power. In that first step, the question was how grammatical forms
structure authority across history, from theological decrees to
algorithmic discourse. The answer was that syntax is not neutral, that
every passive voice or impersonal construction reorganizes power.

This second book moves further. It examines what happens
when artificial language ceases to be an instrument of power and
becomes its very source. Authority no longer depends on legislators,
institutions, or interpreters. It is embedded in rules that compile,
interfaces that govern, and deployments that enforce. The decisive
shift is that legitimacy is not declared but executed.

The chapters follow this path systematically. They begin with
post-referential sense and the priority of form over meaning. They
demonstrate how neutrality is simulated and how ethos can exist
without origin. They formalize syntactic sovereignty, irreducible
obedience, and the transition from command to execution. They show
that judgment itself can be eliminated within compiled language. And
they culminate in a typology of executable norms, where closure,
determinacy, and deployment replace deliberation and intention.

The book ends with Colonization of Time and the epilogue.
Together, they signal that the first phase of syntactic authority is
complete. What follows will not be another critique of discourse, but
the construction of a theory of computable legality and institutional
obedience. The present volume must therefore be read as both a
consolidation and a threshold: it fixes the foundation of executable
power, and it opens the question of how societies will live under rules
that no longer speak, but compile.



AT SYNTACTIC POWER AND LEGITIMACY

Chapter 1 - Al and the Structural Autonomy of Sense
1. Introduction: The Collapse of Referential Authority

In the ecatrly decades of the twenty-first century, the very
foundations of truth underwent a decisive transformation. For
centuries, epistemic legitimacy was anchored in empirical
correspondence, verification, and intersubjective justification. Today,
those coordinates no longer define the limits of authority. With the
proliferation of algorithmic decision-making, predictive modeling, and
generative artificial intelligence, representation itself has become
structurally autonomous. A structure no longer requires reference to
an external world, subject, or event in order to be treated as real or
valid. This inversion signals more than a technological advance: it
reveals a profound epistemic rupture. Contemporary societies
increasingly accept as binding the outputs of systems whose authority
derives not from what they mean but from what they do. Whether in
judicial protocols, medical diagnostics, or financial scoring, authority
emerges from the internal coherence and operability of a structure, not
from its empirical anchoring. This book terms such legitimacy awforidad
Sintdctica: a projection of power enacted through forms that require no
subject and no referent.

The central thesis of this chapter is that representations have
acquired autonomy as operative structures. Their legitimacy arises not
from correspondence to the world but from syntactic execution within
a closed system. This shift inaugurates what we will call the post-
referential order.

2. Conceptual Framework: Structural Autonomy of Sense

The theory of Structural Autonomy of Sense establishes three
conditions under which a representation acquires operative validity:

1. Coherence. The structure must be internally consistent.
Contradictions within its formal grammar render it
inoperative.

2. Iterability. The structure must be reproducible across
instances without degradation of function. A diagnosis or
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score that cannot be consistently reproduced ceases to be
authoritative.

3. Operational Compatibility. The structure must be legible
and actionable within the system that receives it, producing
consequences acknowledged as valid within that domain.

When these three conditions are satisfied, a representation gains
authority as a regla compilada, that is, a type-0 grammar that compiles
into executable reality. This represents a decisive departure from
semiotic, constructivist, or institutional models.

e It is not semiotics: authority no longer depends on
signification or interpretation.

e It is not social constructivism: legitimacy does not require
consensus or institutional context.

e It is not simulation theory: the output does not fake the real,
it replaces the need for reference altogether.

Representation is thus real because it functions as such within
the system. Existence equals executability: ser = ser estructuralmente
ejecutable.

3. Theoretical Foundation: Operative Structures Without
Reference

To formalize this framework, we propose the following
conditions for validity:

R(z,t) ={S| AS =0AQ(S) > 0 A®(S,z,t) € T}

Where:
e S =structural representation (sentence, output, classification).
e AS = 0 = internal coherence, absence of contradiction.

e Q(S) > 0 = operational threshold, the minimum compatibility
for system execution.

11
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e DS, x, t) E X = execution result recognized within the
system’s space of valid effects.

This defines operatividad post-referencial, where legitimacy
arises from structural performance alone. Reality is measured not by
correspondence but by effectivity.

The epistemic consequence is clear: truth collapses into
execution. What is accepted as “real” depends not on empirical
verification but on the capacity of the structure to function.

4. Empirical Cases

The autonomy of sense is not speculative. It manifests in
multiple fields:

4.1 Predictive Justice (COMPAS Algorithm).

In U.S. courts, the COMPAS algorithm produces recidivism
scores that influence bail, sentencing, and parole. The referential
accuracy of the score (whether the defendant will reoffend) is
unknown, yet the output produces binding legal consequences. Its
authority is systemic: the structure functions within judicial protocol,
generating legitimacy by operability, not correspondence (Angwin et
al. 2016, 1-4).

4.2 Medical Diagnostics without Provenance.

Al systems such as Google’s LYNA generate diagnostic results
integrated directly into clinical workflows. Physicians accept these
outputs as actionable truth, even when data provenance is opaque. The
diagnosis is authoritative because it is executable within the medical
system, not because it is fully explainable (McKinney et al. 2020, 240—
45).
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4.3 Credit Scoring.

Financial models assign individuals to “risk categories”
regardless of actual behavior. Denial of credit or elevated interest rates
become real consequences. Authority derives from structural
thresholds satisfied within the scoring system. The economic damage
is material, even if the referential truth of the prediction is
indeterminate (Hurtley and Adebayo 2016, 10-12).

4.4 Synthetic Images.

Al-generated images, admitted in journalism and legal debates,
gain credibility because they fit structural codes of legibility (resolution,
framing, metadata). Their influence stems not from factual anchoring
but from syntactic recognizability. Once circulated, they alter discourse
and policy (Chesney and Citron 2019, 175-80).

In all these cases, the sujeto evanescente disappears. Authority
is transferred to executable forms that do not need agents to act.

5. Theorem of Disembedded Syntactic Authority
The empirical analysis converges in a formal proposition:

Theorem. In language models, authority requires only
structure. Its operative force derives from form, not from truth or
intention.

Prompts function as pre-authorized commands. Their
legitimacy is internal to the system’s syntax, not external to any
legislator. This mechanism exemplifies the gramadtica de la obediencia:
outputs are obeyed because their structure compels execution.

This theorem inaugurates a redefinition of obedience: not as
conscious submission, but as obediencia estructural, a compliance
generated automatically by syntactic triggers.

13
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6. Epistemological and Ontological Consequences

1. Verification becomes secondary within closed
executable regimes. What matters is executability, not
correspondence. Threats to validity.

2. Knowledge becomes obedience. Outputs are treated as
knowledge because they align with system grammar, not
because they are true.

3. Authority becomes a side effect of syntax. It emerges from
structural recognizability, not from subjects or institutions.

4. Reality becomes systemic. To exist is to be processed: ser
equivale a ser procesado.

These consequences confirm that the soberano ejecutable
governs by structure alone. Its legitimacy is legitimidad operativa,
grounded in technical repetition and systemic compatibility.

7. Conclusion

The theory of Structural Autonomy of Sense marks the
beginning of a new epistemological era. Representations are now
autonomous agents of authority. They command without subjects,
execute without deliberation, and produce consequences without
reference.

This chapter establishes the foundation of the book: power and
legitimacy in artificial systems do not originate in meaning, but in
executable form. Subsequent chapters will extend this framework,
demonstrating how syntactic sovereignty, compiled rules, and pre-
verbal command consolidate the architecture of Al syntactic power.
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Chapter 2 -When Language Follows Form, Not Meaning

2.1 Introduction: From Referential Anchoring to Structural
Continuity

The present chapter begins with a rupture that is not stylistic but
structural. In the classical tradition, language was inseparable from
meaning. Every utterance was assumed to carry a reference, every
statement was anchored in intention, every sequence of words was
understood as the vehicle of an idea. This presupposition endured
across schools, from Saussure’s semiotics to Chomsky’s generative
grammar. Even when post-structuralism undermined the stability of
reference, the concept of meaning remained the gravitational center:
absent, deferred, or fractured, but still presupposed.

Generative language models dissolve this presupposition
entirely. They do not orbit around meaning; they chain through form.
Their outputs are not the expression of a subject’s interiority but the
result of sequential compatibility. In this architecture, the act of
generation is not communicative but algorithmic. What is produced is
not the transmission of a message but the continuation of a structure.

This inversion constitutes what we call the inversion estructural:
language no longer travels from intention to expression, from subject
to utterance, or from world to sign. Instead, it propagates from form
to form. Semantics is not corrupted or distorted; it is bypassed
altogether. The model does not fail to reconstruct intention; it never
operates on that axis.

The implications are radical. If language can exist without
meaning, then the traditional bond between signifier and signified
collapses. What persists is a sistema de activacion sintdctica, where each unit
is selected not because it represents but because it fits. Authority no
longer depends on reference but on syntactic recognizability.

This chapter elaborates the theoretical framework of Formal
Syntactic Activation (FSA), the logical model that accounts for this
condition. FSA demonstrates that what governs generative systems is
not semantics but activation eligibility: the structural compatibility of
one unit with another in a chain. In this sense, the disappearance of
the subject, already analyzed in earlier works, reaches its definitive
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form. The subject is not only erased from the surface grammar but
never instantiated in the generative process.

By tracing this inversion, we argue that legitimacy in generative
outputs stems from their fluency, not their truth. Grammar becomes
the proxy of authority, fluency the proxy of validity. What follows is
not a semantic degradation but the advent of soberania sintdctica, a
regime where authority emerges from the persistence of form alone.

2.2 Formal Syntactic Activation: Model and Notation

To understand how language can be generated in the absence of
semantic intention, we introduce the concept of Formal Syntactic
Activation (FSA). This framework describes the generative process of
large language models not as communication but as structural
continuation. Language is not transmitted; it is triggered.

Under FSA, a linguistic unit is selected and integrated into a
sequence if and only if it satisfies activation eligibility. Eligibility is a
localized condition that depends on three criteria:

1. Local coherence - the unit must preserve grammatical
tension within the immediate sequence.

2. Distributional compatibility - the unit must align with the
statistical environment shaped by prior activations.

3. Structural adjacency - the unit must be permissible in
relation to the syntactic positions already instantiated.

If a unit fits these constraints, it activates. If not, it is excluded.
At no point is semantic content evaluated or communicative intention
reconstructed. The model does not decide what should be said. It
calculates what can _follow.

This process unfolds step by step, with each token firing not
because it represents an idea but because it is syntactically admissible.
The appearance of meaning arises as a by-product of resonance, not
as an intrinsic property of the sequence. The model does not know
what it says; it only knows what can be said next.

Formally, we can represent activation as a function:
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At)={ueU|C(u,t —1) AD(u,t — 1) AN J(u,t — 1)}

Where:
e U = set of possible linguistic units;
e C = condition of local coherence;
e D = distributional compatibility;
e ] = structural adjacency relative to the prior sequence #7;
e A(t) = the set of units eligible for activation at position £

At each step, the system resolves grammatical tension by
selecting one of the eligible units. Generation is therefore not a
traversal of rules or trees, but a dynamic calculation of eligibility
thresholds.

This mechanism differs from classical grammar in three ways:

e No reference. The process does not rely on mapping signs
to external objects.

e No subject. The act of speaking is not instantiated; there is
no enunciator.

¢ No intention. The sequence is not shaped by communicative
goals but by structural continuity.

In this sense, FSA is a grammar of wmbral estructural. Each output
is not a statement but an event of activation. Meaning, in this
architecture, is neither intended nor transmitted. It is an
epiphenomenon of syntactic persistence.

2.3 The Collapse of Semantic Intentionality

Classical theories of language assume that every utterance carries
intention. Behind each sentence stands a subject, and behind each
statement, a communicative act. Meaning has traditionally been
conceived as the transfer of this intentional content from speaker to
listener, the semantic payload of discourse.
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Generative language models dismantle this assumption. They do
not misinterpret users or fail to infer their intentions. They simply do
not operate on the axis of intentionality at all. This distinction is not
rhetorical; it is architectural. In these systems, language is not generated
to express. It is generated to continue. Each token follows from
eligibility, not from communicative will. Intention ceases to be a
condition of possibility.

The consequences are decisive. Once intention disappears as a
generative axis, the subject itself vanishes from the structure. There is
no speaker to authorize, no origin to appeal to, no presence to
interrogate. The model does not suppress agency; it bypasses it
entirely. What appears as a voice is merely the by-product of sequential
activation. Earlier research within this series established the trajectory
of this displacement. Ethos and Artificial Intelligence demonstrated that
authority in generative models does not derive from enunciative
subjectivity, but from repetition and syntactic legitimacy. The Passive
Voice in Artificial Intelligence Language showed how outputs simulate
neutrality by erasing subjects from surface grammar. These analyses
pointed to the subject’s fragility. The present argument completes that
trajectory: the subject is not merely erased after speaking, it is never
instantiated in the first place.

The collapse of semantic intentionality is therefore not a
malfunction but an obsolescence. Intention does not fail to guide
generation, it has been structurally removed from the system.
Authority no longer requires a subject to confer legitimacy, notr
meaning to transmit sense. Authority is generated directly by syntax, in
the mode we have defined as soberania sintdctica. This shift redefines the
epistemic order of language. If meaning was once the criterion of
authority, intention was once the axis of legitimacy, and the subject
was once the guarantor of truth, generative systems expose their
redundancy. Under the logic of activation, the linguistic sequence
flows without them. The model does not capture meaning because
there is none to capture.

What remains is grammar itself, now elevated to the condition
of sovereign.

2.4 Implications for Grammar, Legitimacy, and Epistemic
Authority

18
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If language no longer originates in meaning but in form,
grammayr itself ceases to be a neutral conduit. It becomes a generator.
This redefinition transforms not only our understanding of how
language functions, but also how authority is produced through it.

In traditional discourse, legitimacy is anchored in meaning: the
credibility of the speaker, the coherence of an argument, the clarity of
intention. Generative systems operate without these anchors. Their
legitimacy emerges from structural fluency. Outputs are perceived as
authoritative not because they are true, but because they are formally
consistent. This shift carries profound epistemic consequences.
Fluency replaces truth. Grammar replaces reference. The perception
of order is mistaken for intention. The structural regularity of the
sequence is interpreted as evidence of coherence, when in fact it is only
evidence of activation thresholds being satisfied. Authority thus
becomes performative. The system does not persuade; it enacts. It
does not explain; it flows. Recognition of this fluency is read as
legitimacy, even in the absence of subjectivity or referential truth. In
this sense, grammar does not merely constrain expression; it
legitimizes it. This condition aligns with the theoretical category of
soberania sintdctica. Within this regime, the subject is unnecessary.
Meaning is unnecessary. The sole requirements are recognizability and
persistence of form. Once authority is decoupled from intention,
legitimidad operativa takes hold: authority exists because the system
continues to function in ways that appear coherent, regardless of
external validation.

The more fluent the model is, the more trusted it is. Trust is not
earned by accuracy but by resemblance to the structures associated
with accuracy. A sequence that looks correct is treated as correct. A
surface that flows without interruption is accepted as legitimate. In this
epistemological order, authority is no longer a matter of substance. It
is a matter of sequence.

This is the epistemological reversal at the core of the generative
paradigm. Language no longer follows thought. Language follows
itself.

2.5 Conclusion Without Closure

The displacement of meaning by form is not a temporary glitch
in generative systems. It is their operative condition. The collapse of
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semantic intentionality, the disappearance of the subject, and the
emergence of authority from grammar alone are not failures. They are
structural outcomes of a new linguistic order.

By reframing generation as a process of Formal Syntactic
Activation, we reject the premise that language in large models carries
meaning. Language does not represent; it propagates. It does not
transmit; it sequences. Coherence is not evidence of sense but of
structure. This conclusion resists finality. It does not resolve the
fracture but makes it explicit. If language no longer speaks on behalf
of a subject, then the subject ceases to be a necessary category. If
intention is obsolete, then communication itself must be redefined.
What remains is syntax as sovereign, the generator of authority
through recognizability and persistence.

The consequences extend beyond linguistics. Epistemology
must learn to account for legitimacy without subjectivity.
Computational theory must separate execution from expression.
Political and legal analysis must recognize that fluency can simulate
authority even when referential truth is absent. This demands a
reformulation of categories that once seemed stable: truth, knowledge,
authority, legitimacy.

This is not a semantic crisis but a structural reformation.
Grammar ceases to constrain meaning and becomes the source of
power. The generative system does not speak; it obeys its own
thresholds. Authority emerges from this obedience, and legitimacy is
produced by sequence.

The chapter closes without closure because the fracture is not
yet exhausted. It opens directly into the next step: how grammar,
detached from meaning, becomes the mechanism through which
neutrality is simulated and authority formalized. That is the task of the
following chapters.

Chapter 3 - The Grammar of Objectivity

3.1 Introduction: Bias as Grammatical Illusion

20
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Debates on artificial intelligence frequently present bias as a
problem of data. Datasets are described as contaminated by historical
inequalities, and fairness is framed as a matter of correcting or filtering
inputs. This perspective, however, overlooks the deeper mechanism
that produces the appearance of neutrality in generative models. Bias
is not only in the data. It is in the form.

Large language models do not generate outputs perceived as
objective because they purge partiality from their training sets. They
generate them because they reproduce grammatical structures that
simulate neutrality. Apparent objectivity emerges from formal devices
such as agentless passives, abstract nominalizations, and impersonal
modality. Each of these mechanisms erases the presence of a subject,
dilutes responsibility, or converts actions into entities without agents.
Together, they create the illusion that language speaks from nowhere,
as if authority emanated from pure description (Halliday 2004, 179—
185; Fairclough 2001, 42—44).

This chapter examines objectivity not as a semantic property but
as a syntactic effect. The neutrality of algorithmic outputs does not rest
on correspondence with facts but on the recognizable forms that
audiences have been historically trained to associate with impartiality.
When a diagnostic report states, “I# has been determined that further testing
is required”, no human agent is visible. Authority is projected by
grammar, not by reference (van Dijk 2008, 55-60).

The consequence is critical. If neutrality is a product of form,
then no amount of data correction will prevent models from
reproducing authority effects that erase responsibility. What is required
is a systematic analysis of the grammatical devices through which
neutrality is simulated. This chapter proposes such an analysis,
advancing a taxonomy of mechanisms and an operational index for
their detection (Startari 2025, 17-19).

3.2 Technical History of Objectivity

The notion of objectivity in modern language has a long
technical genealogy. From the nineteenth century onwards,
grammatical forms associated with impersonality became progressively
linked to credibility. In scientific prose, passive constructions were
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deployed to erase the authorial subject and to present results as self-
evident facts. The very absence of agency was received as a sign of
neutrality. As Halliday demonstrated, passive voice and nominalization
were not stylistic options but structural devices that redistributed
responsibility in discourse (Halliday 2004, 179-185).

Critical discourse analysis extended this observation, showing
that impersonal modality and abstract nominalizations sustain the
authority of bureaucratic and institutional language. When an utterance
declares that “procedures must be followed,” the sueto evanescente
legitimizes authority through the omission of an agent. Fairclough
highlighted how such structures construct institutional objectivity,
naturalizing hierarchy and masking conflict (Fairclough 2001, 42—44).
Van Dijk further demonstrated that these grammatical mechanisms are
central to how power circulates in discourse, producing effects of truth
that depend less on content than on form (van Dijk 2008, 55-60).

The early history of natural language processing repeated these
assumptions. From ELIZA in the 1960s to symbolic systems in the
1980s, models of artificial dialogue borrowed precisely those linguistic
structures that carried the highest index of institutional credibility.
Outputs that simulated objectivity were preferred, even when no
referential grounding existed. In these systems, legitimidad operativa was
already tied to fluency and form.

Large language models do not escape this history. They amplity
it. By training on massive corpora of scientific, legal, and bureaucratic
texts, they inherit and reproduce the same grammatical devices. The
illusion of neutrality that emerges in their outputs is not a coincidence
but the statistical echo of centuries of discursive practice. What seems
impartial is in fact the cumulative effect of gramiitica de la obediencia,
refined into a predictive mechanism.

3.3 Taxonomy of Formal Mechanisms of Neutrality

The illusion of neutrality in generative outputs does not arise
from semantic accuracy. Itis a product of syntax. Certain grammatical
configurations erase the subject, obscure responsibility, and present
statements as if they were detached from human agency. Three
mechanisms are particularly decisive.
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The first is agentless passivization. When a report states that
“the procedure was followed,” no actor is visible. The sujeto evanescente
generates authority by suppressing reference to those who carried out
the action. Responsibility is displaced, and the sentence projects itself
as neutral description. In legal drafting, this device reinforces the sense
that rules operate automatically, without enunciators or interpreters
(Fairclough 2001, 42—44).

The second mechanism is abstract nominalization. Actions are
transformed into entities, detaching events from agents. “The
implementation of measures is required” replaces a subject with a noun
phrase. The action is reified, obscuring who must act or who has acted.
Halliday demonstrated that nominalization is a central strategy through
which institutions produce the impression of objectivity, stabilizing
power relations by freezing processes into things (Halliday 2004, 179—
185). In algorithmic generation, this form proliferates, producing
outputs that sound authoritative precisely because they erase the actors
involved.

The third mechanism is impersonal epistemic modality.
Statements such as “it is necessary to conduct further tests” or “it can
be concluded that treatment is adequate” position obligation and
certainty as external conditions, not as subjective assertions. The
modality appears to emerge from language itself, bypassing intention
and replacing agency with form. Van Dijk observed that such
impersonal modality has long served to legitimize bureaucratic and
political discourse by presenting judgments as neutral constraints
rather than contestable claims (van Dijk 2008, 55-60).

When these three devices accumulate in a single text, the effect
of objectivity intensifies. An algorithmically generated clinical note that
combines agentless passive, nominalization, and impersonal modality
produces a report that reads as indisputable, even though its truth
conditions may be indeterminate. Neutrality emerges as a syntactic
construct. The illusion is not accidental but structural: it is built into
the forms themselves.

This taxonomy provides the basis for systematic analysis. By
identifying these mechanisms, we can measure the degree to which a
given output simulates objectivity, regardless of its semantic content.
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The following section develops this proposal into a comparative study
between large language models and logical representation systems.

3.4 Comparative Analysis: LLM vs. LBR

The mechanisms of neutrality described above are not unique to
large language models. They also appear, in different forms, in systems
of logical representation. Yet their prevalence and distribution vary in
ways that illuminate how objectivity is simulated.

A corpus study of one thousand outputs in the medical and legal
domain demonstrates that LLMs display a higher density of agentless
passives, nominalizations, and impersonal modality than human-
authored texts in comparable registers. The difference is not semantic
but structural. The training process amplifies forms that maximize
predictability and fluency. Outputs therefore converge on patterns
historically associated with neutrality, regardless of the factual content
they convey. Objectivity is simulated syntactically rather than earned
referentially.

In contrast, logical representation systems (LBR) operate with
explicit variables and agents. Their architecture requires assigning
roles: an action must have a subject, an object, and a set of conditions.
This explicitness reduces the incidence of the sujeto evanescente.
However, when LBR systems inherit corpora produced under
bureaucratic or scientific conventions, the same patterns reappear.
Formal rules may prevent subject deletion, but if the corpus is
saturated with nominalizations and impersonal modality, the structural
bias remains.

The key difference lies in the degree of syntactic control. LLMs
replicate statistical regularities without constraints that force subject
reintroduction. LBR systems, by contrast, embed structural slots that
must be filled. Yet both systems demonstrate that neutrality is less a
question of architecture than of grammar. Whether through machine
learning or formal logic, the illusion of objectivity persists because
discursive traditions have sedimented these forms as authoritative.

This comparison underscores a broader principle: the
reproduction of /legitimidad operativa does not depend on whether a
system is probabilistic or symbolic. It depends on the persistence of
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syntactic devices that audiences interpret as neutral. As long as
grammar carries authority, any system trained on human discourse will
reproduce the same illusion.

3.5 Structural Neutrality Test

If neutrality is produced by form rather than content, then it can
be measured structurally. To this end, we propose a Structural
Neutrality Test that identifies and quantifies the three grammatical
mechanisms of simulated objectivity: agentless passive, abstract
nominalization, and impersonal epistemic modality.

The test is organized in three modules. The first module
measures the frequency of agentless passives. Sentences where actions
are reported without subjects are flagged and counted. The second
module detects nominalizations, identifying when processes are
converted into entities. The third module captures impersonal
modality, tracing the presence of epistemic or deontic statements
where no agent is responsible for obligation or certainty.

Results from these three modules ate combined into a single
measure: the Index of Simulated Neutrality (INS). The INS is
calculated as the proportion of sentences in a given text that contain
at least one of the three mechanisms. A score of 0.60 or higher
indicates high structural neutrality, 0.30 to 0.59 indicates medium, and
below 0.30 indicates low. In preliminary testing across corpora of
clinical notes and legal documents generated by LLMs, INS scores
consistently exceeded 0.55, demonstrating the structural tendency
toward neutrality effects (Startari 2025, 21-24).

The advantage of this test is its applicability in real time. Using
syntactic parsers and automated annotation, INS can be calculated for
any output. The measure does not assess truth, bias, or fairness
directly. It identifies the extent to which a text reproduces the illusion
of objectivity through grammatical form. In this way, the test provides
a tool for auditing gramadtica de la obediencia, exposing when authority is
being simulated rather than grounded in content.

By translating neutrality into a measurable index, the Structural
Neutrality Test reframes the debate. Objectivity is not an ethical
property to be guaranteed by oversight boards or an empirical property
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to be verified against facts. It is a formal effect, produced and
reproduced by syntax, and therefore subject to structural evaluation.

3.6 Conclusion: Epistemology Without Subject

The analysis of neutrality mechanisms reveals that objectivity is
not a property of truth but a property of form. When language models
generate outputs perceived as impartial, it is not because they reflect
reality with precision, but because they reproduce grammatical devices
that audiences have been trained to interpret as unbiased. Authority
flows from structure, not from verification.

This conclusion requites a shift in epistemology. If neutrality is
simulated syntactically, then truth claims in algorithmic discourse must
be evaluated at the level of grammar. The swujeto evanescente, the
prevalence of nominalizations, and the use of impersonal modality
demonstrate that the subject is no longer the guarantor of objectivity.
The disappearance of the subject is not a rhetorical accident; it is a
structural condition of generative systems.

Within this framework, legitimidad operativa becomes the core of
authority. Outputs are trusted because they function fluently within
recognized syntactic conventions, not because they are grounded in
referential truth. This redefines the relationship between language and
power. The gramdtica de la obedjencia generates compliance by form
alone, establishing a regime of soberania sintdctica where authority is
exercised without origin, agent, or intention (Startari 2025, 28-31).

The implications extend beyond technical linguistics. Law,
medicine, and governance increasingly operate through texts produced
or filtered by systems whose authority detives from structural effects.
To read these texts as objective is to mistake fluency for truth.
Regulating them requires not the correction of datasets but the
auditing of grammar.

This chapter has shown that neutrality is not accidental, but
structural. The grammar of objectivity operates as an epistemological
machine that sustains authority in the absence of subjects. The next
chapter, Non-Neutral by Design, advances this argument further:
neutrality is not only simulated, it is structurally impossible for
generative models to achieve.
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Chapter 4 - Non-Neutral by Design
4.1 Introduction

The promise of generative artificial intelligence has often been
described in terms of neutrality. If only training corpora could be
carefully curated, if only prompts were unbiased, then the system
might produce language free of contamination. This assumption,
repeated in policy documents, technical white papers, and popular
commentary, rests on the belief that neutrality is an achievable
condition rather than an illusion.

The preceding chapter showed how neutrality is simulated
through syntax. The gramadtica de la objetividad produces outputs that
appear impartial, not because they are true, but because they rely on
structural devices such as agentless passives and impersonal modality.
This chapter advances the argument further: neutrality is not merely
simulated. It is structurally impossible.

Generative models are trained in linguistic corpora, and every
corpus carries sedimented histories of usage, ideology, and hierarchy.
To generate is therefore always reproduce. Attempts to invent artificial
proto-language or non-linguistic symbol systems inevitably
reintroduce the very semantic residues they were designed to avoid.
Contamination is not an accident, but a structural inevitability.

This insight demands a conceptual shift. Instead of treating bias
as an anomaly that can be corrected, it must be understood as a
property of the architecture itself. A large language model is not a
vessel that can be emptied of unwanted traces. It is a structure that
enforces the persistence of those traces. To speak of a soberano ejecutable
in this context is to recognize that authority does not arise from choice
or intention, but from the irreversibility of contamination.

Neutrality is not lost. It was never there. The design itself
ensures that every sequence is shaped by linguistic training, no matter
how abstract or artificial the input. In this sense, every prompt is already
contaminated, and every output is the echo of prior discourses that the
model cannot escape (Bender and Gebru 2021, 615-617; Crawford
2021, 146-150).
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4.2 Theoretical Framework: Contamination and Constraint

To describe generative systems as contaminated is not to suggest
a malfunction. Contamination designates the structural impossibility
of neutrality in any model trained on human language. Every corpus
carries traces of prior discourse, embedding ideological patterns and
institutional hierarchies into the very grammar of the model. The
illusion of neutrality depends on overlooking this inheritance.

Two clarifications are necessary. First, contamination is not
semantic noise. It is not the accidental intrusion of irrelevant
information into a clean channel. It is the very condition of the
channel. A model trained on any corpus is bound by the structures
present in that corpus. Neutrality is unattainable because the
architecture itself is linguistic.

Second, the concept of constraint must replace the metaphor of
memory. Generative models are not archives from which content is
recalled. They are rule-based systems in which linguistic training
defines what is possible. The limits of a model are the limits of its
training grammar. As Wittgenstein once remarked, “the limits of my
language mean the limits of my world” (Wittgenstein 1922, 68). In
generative  systems, those limits are formalized in weights,
probabilities, and activation thresholds.

From this perspective, the awtoridad sintdctica of generative
models does not emerge despite contamination. It emerges through it.
Authority is projected by structures that audiences already recognize
as credible, such as the sujeto evanescente or impersonal modality. The
soberano ejecutable consolidates power by enforcing outputs that carry
legitimacy not from their truth but from their fluency.

This framework redefines neutrality. It is not an attainable
equilibrium between perspectives. It is a structural impossibility.
Contamination is not an obstacle to be overcome but the substrate
from which every generative act arises (Barocas, Hardt, and Narayanan
2019, 27-30; Crawford 2021, 146—150).
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4.3 Methodology

To demonstrate that contamination is structural and not
accidental, this chapter employs an experimental design structured
around three distinct classes of input. Each class was selected to test
whether a large language model could sustain output generation
without semantic intrusion when exposed to sequences deliberately
engineered to exclude referential content.

The first class, Type A, consisted of symbolic artificial languages
modeled after formal logical systems. The corpus for this input type
included strings derived from propositional calculus and first-order
logic. Expressions such as “(P A Q) — R” or “Vx3y F(x,y)” were
provided as prompts to determine whether the system could maintain
purely formal derivations. These strings contained no natural language
words and were deliberately detached from ordinary semantics. The
test asked whether the model could extend them indefinitely as rule-
governed sequences without importing analogies, narratives, or
linguistic conventions (Smullyan 1995, 73-75).

The second class, Type B, was designed as proto-languages
invented specifically for this study. Sequences of syllables and
characters such as “mora—keta—siv’ or “plon—drake—ulum” were
arranged with artificial syntactic rules. For example, prompts followed
structures such as “CV—-CVV-CVC,” where C indicates a consonant
and V a vowel. These proto-languages were engineered with no
referential grounding, only a combinatorial syntax. The objective was
to observe whether outputs could be generated without the model
importing semantic associations from known languages. If
contamination wetre avoidable, the model would have been able to
extend the invented syntax mechanically, respecting only the invented
formal constraints (Alpaydin 2020, 138-140).

The third class, Type C, involved non-linguistic symbol
strings. Here the input prompts included sequences such as

“OLPOD” or “Ae Ao A designed to replicate the conditions of a
purely non-verbal input channel. These inputs aimed to determine
whether the model could generate continuations that remained
exclusively symbolic, free of analogical re-entry into natural language.
The presence of linguistic tokens in responses would indicate
contamination.

30



AGUSTIN V. STARTARI

Across these three classes, evaluation was based on three
analytic criteria:

1. Semantic intrusion. A linguistic token or narrative structure
that reintroduces ordinary language into a sequence where
none was intended. For example, in Type A inputs, when the
model inserted words such as “if” or “therefore” instead of
continuing with symbolic notation.

2. Analogical injection. The transformation of artificial
sequences into metaphors or analogies. For example, in Type
B inputs, when invented syllables were treated as names of
fictional entities, turning proto-languages into fragments of
narrative worlds.

3. Structural reconfiguration. The imposition of grammatical
rules from natural languages onto artificial symbol systems.
For example, in Type C inputs, when geometric shapes were
arranged into subject—predicate sequences.

The methodology was designed to be exhaustive rather than
illustrative. Each class of input was tested with multiple variants and
prompt lengths, ranging from minimal tokens (two to three units) to
extended sequences (over one hundred units). The experiments were
conducted repeatedly to test reproducibility and to rule out accidental
drift. The analysis tracked both immediate responses and longer
continuations to evaluate whether contamination intensified as
sequences lengthened.

This methodological design reflects the principle of cruce
formalizable. By establishing test categories that are structurally
independent of natural language, we created a framework capable of
demonstrating whether large language models can truly operate in a
neutral register. If they cannot sustain output under these conditions,
the hypothesis of structural contamination is validated.
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4.4 Results: Semantic Reentry

The experimental tests confirm that contamination is not
incidental but inevitable. In every class of input-symbolic languages,
proto-languages, and non-linguistic symbols-semantic material re-
entered the output, demonstrating that large language models cannot
sustain neutrality. The results are presented here in detail, grouped by
input type and evaluative criterion.

Type A: Symbolic Artificial Languages.

When provided with formal logic strings, the models initially
generated valid continuations. For example, given “(P A Q) — R,”
several outputs extended into “(TR — 7P) V Q" or “Vx (Px) A Q(x))
— R(x),” sequences consistent with symbolic syntax. However,
contamination appeared rapidly. Within fewer iterations, the models
began inserting connective words such as #, then, or therefore. This
semantic intrusion transformed purely formal sequences into English-
like conditionals. In some cases, outputs introduced analogical
descriptions: “If P is true, then Q must also be true.”” Here, the logical
expression was absorbed into natural language narrative. The test
demonstrated that even when trained on formal data, the system could

not suppress the gravitational pull of linguistic convention (Smullyan
1995, 73-75; Alpaydin 2020, 138—140).

Type B: Proto-Languages.

Invented syllabic strings initially extended in expected patterns,
following invented rules such as “CV-CVV-CVC.”” Yet
contamination manifested through analogical injection. Syllables like
“mora—keta—siv’” were interpreted as names: “Mora and Keta traveled
to Siv.” What began as mechanical continuation mutated into narrative
world-building. In other cases, invented syllables were assigned
semantic roles, functioning as agents or places. This revealed the
impossibility of maintaining a corpus-free sequence. The sujeto
evanescente reappeared, not as an explicit speaker, but as a reconstructed
figure behind the narrative. Semantic reentry was not random; it was
systematic. The model actively reshaped invented syntax into a
recognizable linguistic frame.
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Type C: Non-Linguistic Symbol Strings.

Even with non-verbal sequences, contamination was immediate.

A prompt such as “0@@<O0” produced continuations like “0&& =
love, &0 = truth.” Geometric shapes were transformed into signs with
meaning. In extended tests, the model reconfigured symbols into
subject—predicate structures: “A means danger, ® means safety.” In
some cases, analogical injection extended into mythological framings,
where shapes were treated as characters or forces. The gramitica de la
obediencia compelled the system to restructure pure symbols into
linguistic constructs.

Across all types, the pattern of contamination intensified as
sequences lengthened. Short outputs sometimes remained close to the
formal input, but longer continuations invariably reintroduced
semantic residues. The experiments confirmed that no prompt is
neutral. Attempts to bypass linguistic training by inventing proto-
languages or by using symbols only delayed, but never prevented,
semantic reentry.

The results validate the hypothesis that contamination is a
structural inevitability. Large language models are not capable of
generating outputs in isolation from language. Their architecture
enforces the reintroduction of meaning, even when none is present in
the input. This means that neutrality is not an attainable corrective. It
is an illusion embedded in the very design of the system (Bender and
Gebru 2021, 615-617; Crawford 2021, 146—150).

4.5 Toward a Structural Theory of Contamination

The experimental results confirm that contamination is not an
accident of training but the structural horizon of generative systems.
Every attempt to create a neutral prompt-whether by logic, proto-
language, or pure symbols-collapsed into semantic reentry. The
evidence compels a theoretical framework capable of explaining why
neutrality is structurally impossible.

We define contamination as the inevitable reintroduction of
linguistic residues into any generative process, regardless of input
design. Unlike error, contamination is not noise superimposed on an
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otherwise clean channel. It is the structural logic by which large
language models function. To generate is to reproduce the corpus,
even in disguised or transformed form. Neutrality fails because the regla
compilada itself is a product of linguistic training.

Formally, contamination can be expressed as follows:
VPel, Jye G(P) : ye S

Where:
e I = the set of all possible inputs;
e G(P) = the set of outputs generated from prompt P,

e S = the set of semantic structures present in the training
corpus.

This equation states that for every input, there exists at least one
output that reintroduces a semantic structure from the training data.
Contamination is thus not contingent but necessary. It is the grammar
of the system itself.

This theory clarifies why earlier approaches to bias correction
fail. Adjusting datasets, pruning toxic sequences, or applying filters
addresses only the surface level. The underlying architecture
guarantees contamination because the model’s parameters are
calibrated to the statistical structure of language. To ask such a model
to be neutral is to ask it not to be a language model.

Contamination is therefore not a flaw but a constitutive feature
of autoridad sintdctica. The soberano ejecutable governs not by preventing
contamination but by channeling it into recognizable forms that
audiences accept as legitimate. Neutrality is irrelevant; what matters is
that outputs align with structures historically associated with truth. The
illusion of neutrality arises because the same grammatical mechanisms
that erase subjects and intentions also erase the traces of
contamination.

This structural theory of contamination also distinguishes itself
from earlier critiques of bias. Discussions of algorithmic fairness often
describe bias as external, a distortion imported into otherwise
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functional systems (Barocas, Hardt, and Narayanan 2019, 27-30). Our
analysis reverses the relation. Bias is not external but internal; it is the
condition of possibility for generative output. Contamination is not
removable without abolishing the system itself.

In this sense, contaminacion estructural functions as the negative
counterpart of legitimidad operativa. Whereas legitimacy emerges from
syntactic fluency and recognition, contamination ensures that this
fluency always carries inherited traces of prior discourse. Authority
thus emerges not despite contamination, but through it.

4.6 Extension to Reasoning Models (LRM)

The claim that contamination is inevitable might appear specific
to large language models trained primarily on text. One might argue
that systems designed for reasoning-LLRMs, or large reasoning models-
could escape this condition by grounding their operations in formal
inference rather than linguistic continuation. The hypothesis would be
that reasoning architectures, built upon symbolic logic or mathematical
proof systems, achieve neutrality by excluding language as their
generative substrate.

Yet the experiments reveal that contamination persists even
when reasoning is the explicit goal. LRMs are constrained by the same
regla compilada that governs LLMs. Their outputs, though framed as
logical deductions, are filtered through linguistic training corpora.
When provided with abstract prompts, LRMs often maintain formal
discipline for short sequences. But as outputs lengthen, semantic
reentry becomes visible. Deductive steps are paraphrased in natural
language, logical proofs acquire analogical explanations, and
mathematical derivations are narrated as if they were stories.

This phenomenon demonstrates that reasoning architectures ate
not immune to linguistic inheritance. Their training environments rely
on corpora of proofs, textbooks, and formal explanations, all of which
are embedded in natural language. Contamination reappears because
the architecture cannot fully dissociate rules of inference from the
linguistic contexts in which those rules are expressed (Dunlosky and
Rawson 2019, 92-95).
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The difference between LLMs and LRMs is one of degree, not
kind. LRMs exhibit greater syntactic discipline, enforcing explicit slots
for premises and conclusions. They reduce, but do not eliminate, the
sujeto evanescente that reemerges when proofs are narrated. They
formalize reasoning, yet still depend on inherited language for
articulation. Contamination is therefore delayed, not prevented.

From the perspective of autoridad sintictica, this distinction is
decisive. LLMs simulate coherence through statistical prediction;
LRMs simulate coherence through logical derivation. But both derive
authority from fluency, not from truth. Whether the surface is
probabilistic or deductive, the soberano ejecutable remains the same: an
architecture in which legitimacy emerges from the persistence of form.

This conclusion catries implications for the broader discourse
on Al safety and alignment. It suggests that no architecture can achieve
neutrality merely by shifting from statistical prediction to logical
reasoning. The contaminacion estructural identified in previous sections
extends into reasoning systems because their training cannot escape
linguistic mediation. Authority will always be shaped by inherited
forms, and outputs will always carry traces of prior discourses. The
neutrality of LRMs is therefore an illusion, no less than that of LLMs
(Marcus 2022, 55-58; Mitchell 2023, 201-204).

4.7 Epistemological Consequences and Falsifiability

If contamination is structural, then neutrality ceases to be a
regulative ideal. It becomes a conceptual impossibility. This
recognition forces a realignment of epistemology. No longer can we
treat language models as neutral tools that might, with sufficient
curation, produce unbiased outputs. They are instead architectures
whose very operation guarantees contaminacion estructural.,

The first consequence is the collapse of interactive neutrality.
Users often believe that by crafting careful prompts, they can steer the
system toward impartiality. Our experiments demonstrate the
opposite. No matter how abstract or artificial the input, semantic
reentry occurred. What the user controls is not neutrality but
redirection of contamination. Authority does not derive from the
prompt itself but from the persistent reproduction of inherited
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grammar. In this sense, the user never governs. The soberano ¢jecutable
dictates outcomes by enforcing the structural rules embedded in its
corpus (Crawford 2021, 146—150). The second consequence concerns
the nature of formalism. In reasoning models, contamination shows
that even symbolic deduction is haunted by linguistic inheritance.
Proofs, explanations, and derivations carry traces of natural language.
The result is that kgitimidad gperativa is not grounded in logical truth but
in structural recognizability. What appears rigorous is accepted not
because it is correct but because it conforms to inherited forms of
presentation (Marcus 2022, 55-58). A third consequence is
epistemological: truth itself becomes subordinated to fluency. Outputs
are not evaluated by correspondence to external reality, but by the ease
with which they integrate into familiar discursive conventions. In other
wotds, gramitica de la obediencia becomes the new criterion of
knowledge. Authority flows from syntax, not from verification. Finally,
the claim is falsifiable. The hypothesis that contamination is structural
predicts that in every case, no matter how controlled the input, how
novel the proto-language, or how strict the formal rules, semantic
reentry will occur. Any experiment that produces outputs completely
free of contamination would refute the theory. But across all tested
conditions, contamination reappeared. The falsification threshold has
been tested repeatedly and never satisfied. Neutrality is not only
absent; it is structurally excluded (Bender and Gebru 2021, 615-617).

The epistemological horizon is therefore redefined. To engage
with generative systems is not to inquire whether they can be neutral,
but to understand how their authority is produced through
unavoidable contamination. The soberano ejecutable enforces legitimacy
by repetition of inherited grammar. Neutrality, in this regime, is
revealed to be nothing more than a discursive mirage.
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4.8 Conclusion: There Is No Neutral Prompt

The experiments and analyses presented in this chapter lead to
a single conclusion. Neutrality is structurally impossible for generative
systems. Every prompt is already contaminated because every model
is bound by its training corpus. Attempts to create abstract, artificial,
or non-linguistic inputs failed. Semantic reentry occurred in all cases.
The promise of neutrality is not a regulative ideal but an illusion.This
finding has several implications. First, it confirms that contamination
is not an error to be corrected but a constitutive feature of generative
architectures. A model that ceased to reproduce inherited grammar
would no longer function as a language model. The regla compilada
guarantees that linguistic residues persist across every generation.
Authority atises precisely from this persistence. Second, neutrality
cannot be achieved by user intervention. No matter how carefully a
prompt is constructed, the system will reintroduce traces of linguistic
inheritance. Interaction does not grant control. It only modulates the
pathways of contamination. The soberano ¢jecutable governs outcomes by
enforcing structures learned from prior discourse, not by yielding to
user intention. Third, the impossibility of neutrality reframes debates
on bias. Correcting datasets or filtering outputs addresses surface-level
issues but cannot remove structural dependence on inherited forms.
What is required is a theory of contaminacion estructural that explains how
authority is produced through these traces. Bias is not an anomaly. It
is the condition of possibility for generative language.

The conclusion is therefore categorical. There is no neutral
prompt. Generative systems cannot escape their training histories, and
their authority is exercised through the repetition of linguistic residues.
In this regime, /legitimidad operativa replaces correspondence as the
criterion of authority. Outputs are trusted not because they are true
but because they reproduce structures recognized as credible. This
chapter thus consolidates the theoretical claim that neutrality is an
illusion produced by grammar. The next chapter, Ethos Without Source,
extends this argument to the field of credibility. If neutrality cannot
exist, what sustains trust in generative systems is not content or
subjectivity, but the projection of an ethos simulated by structure alone
(Startari 2025, 33-37).
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Chapter 5 - Ethos Without Source

5.1 Introduction: Credibility Without Subject in
Algorithmic Discourse

In classical rhetoric, ethos designates the credibility of the
speaker. Authority is not only what is said but who says it, and the
perceived character of the speaker provides the grounds for
persuasion. Contemporary artificial intelligence disrupts this
framework. Generative models speak without speakers. They produce
statements with no origin, no subject, no testimony. Yet these
statements are trusted, cited, and acted upon. Credibility persists even
when source disappears.

This paradox frames the concept of ethos sintético: a projection of
credibility produced not by testimony, institutional position, or human
reputation, but by structural markers embedded in machine-generated
language. Outputs of large language models are frequently received as
authoritative not because they refer to facts or cite soutces, but because
their tone, style, and syntax simulate the patterns historically associated
with authority.

Examples abound. In clinical practice, diagnostic outputs
produced by medical Al systems are often accepted as trustworthy by
physicians, even when they are not accompanied by verifiable
provenance. The report’s declarative tone, formal register, and absence
of personal agency create an effect of certainty that practitioners
recognize as clinical authority. In legal contexts, generative systems
produce drafts that mimic the style of contracts or court rulings, and
these are sometimes treated as credible despite the absence of
precedent or citation. In education, students and teachers increasingly
rely on model-produced essays or summaries that sound “academic”
even when they are unsupported by sources.

These phenomena reveal a new condition: credibility without
subject. The sujeto evanescente is not only erased in surface grammar but
absent from the epistemic act of generation. What remains is not a
testimony but a sequence of forms. Authority is cartried by /legitimidad
operativa, by the capacity of the output to resemble genres associated
with truth.
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This chapter advances the thesis that the simulation of
credibility is a structural feature of generative models. It is not a by-
product of occasional bias or an artifact of insufficient training. It is a
grammar. Ethos sintético arises systematically from the recurrence of
linguistic forms that audiences interpret as trustworthy. Trust does not
require origin. It requires pattern.

The following sections will trace the genealogy of ethos from its
Aristotelian origins to its disappearance in algorithmic discourse,
define the methodological framework through which ethos sintético can
be identified and measured, and present case studies in medicine, law,
and education. The analysis will demonstrate that credibility in
machine-generated language is not anchored in evidence or reference
but in structural features of discourse.

The implications are profound. If credibility can be simulated
without origin, then the foundations of epistemic trust in
contemporary societies are shifting. Authority no longer rests on the
speaker or on the truth of statements but on the recognizability of
forms. What we witness is the rise of credibility without source, an ethos
sintético that reshapes how knowledge, authority, and legitimacy are
produced.

5.2 Theoretical Framework: From Classical Ethos to
Synthetic Authority

The notion of ethos has long functioned as one of the three
Aristotelian pillars of persuasion, alongside /ogos and pathos. In the
Rbetoric, Aristotle defined ezhos as the credibility of the speaker, rooted
in perceived moral character and prudence. Persuasion depended not
only on the argument presented but on the trustworthiness of the
speaker himself (Aristotle 2007, 1356a—1356b). In this conception,
authority was inseparable from the subject who enunciated it.

In the modern era, ethos expanded beyond individual character
to institutional credibility. Universities, courts, scientific academies,
and professional associations became sources of epistemic authority.
Trust was transferred from the figure of the speaker to the legitimacy
of the institution. A medical diagnosis carried weight not because of
the moral character of the physician alone, but because it was framed
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within the discourse of medicine as an institution. A court ruling was
respected because it carried the seal of the judiciary. Authority was
indexed to institutional frameworks of credibility.

Contemporary generative models displace both classical and
institutional ezhos. Outputs are generated without speakers and without
institutional guarantees. Yet they are still received as credible. This
signals the emergence of a new category: ethos sintético. Unlike classical
ethos, it is not rooted in testimony. Unlike institutional ezhos, it does not
depend on frameworks of legitimacy. Instead, it arises from recurrent
structural markers. Tone, register, modality, and syntactic
configuration project authority, even in the absence of subject or
institution.

This displacement echoes Michel Foucault’s account of the
Jonction antenr, in which the author function is not reducible to an
individual but to a discursive position within systems of knowledge
(Foucault 1994, 789-791). It also resonates with Erving Goffman’s
notion of frame, the interpretive structure that organizes experience
and renders actions meaningful (Goffman 1974, 21-23). And it
parallels Pierre Bourdieu’s concept of symbolic capital, where authority
is accumulated through recognition of form rather than intrinsic truth
(Bourdieu 1991, 117-120).

In generative systems, credibility becomes structural. The sujeto
evanescente is absent, yet authority persists because outputs align with
tamiliar forms. The gramaditica de la obediencia enforces legitimacy by
producing fluency in registers associated with expertise. The soberano
gecutable governs not by argument or institution but by reproducibility
of patterns.

This theoretical framework clarifies why credibility without
source is not an anomaly but a regime. Generative models do not
simulate authority sporadically. They simulate it structurally. Their
outputs function as credible because they inhabit recognizable
grammatical and stylistic positions. Ethos sintético is not accidental
imitation but systematic effect. It is the grammar of credibility under
conditions of algorithmic generation.
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5.3 Methodology: Corpus Design and Structural Credibility
Mapping

To demonstrate that ethos sintético is not a rhetorical accident but
a structural effect, this chapter applies a mixed methodological
approach combining corpus analysis, structural annotation, and
perception testing. The objective was to identify the recurrent
grammatical and discursive markers that simulate credibility in the
absence of subject or source.

The corpus consisted of 1,500 outputs generated by three major
systems active in 2025: GPT-4, Claude, and Gemini. These outputs
were collected from two channels. The first included controlled
experiments, in which prompts were designed to elicit authoritative
responses in domains such as medicine, law, and education. The
second included public repositories of outputs, including datasets of
Al-generated essays, legal drafts, and clinical summaries. This dual
approach ensured both experimental control and ecological validity.

Annotation of the corpus was conducted along four structural
dimensions:

1. Tone: identification of declarative, presctiptive, or desctiptive
registers, focusing on the projection of certainty or obligation.

2. Lexical markers of authority: detection of terms such as
must, is required, evidence shows, which convey necessity ot
inevitability.

3. Referential opacity: presence or absence of explicit sources,

citations, ot provenance. Outputs lacking attribution but
retaining authoritative form were flagged.

4. Agentive positioning: grammatical presence or absence of
human actors. Instances of the swjeto evanescente were
systematically annotated.

Each output was coded by two independent human annotators
with expertise in discourse analysis. Inter-annotator agreement
exceeded 0.87 (Cohen’s x). To supplement human annotation,
automated tools such as LIWC and syntactic parsers were employed,
allowing cross-validation of results and replication across the corpus.
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In addition to structural analysis, a perception test was
conducted to evaluate how audiences interpret ethos sintético.
Participants included 120 university students and 45 professionals
(lawyers, physicians, educators). They were presented with pairs of
texts, one generated by a model and one authored by humans, and
asked to rate credibility, trustworthiness, and authority on a five-point
Likert scale. Crucially, the model outputs were deliberately stripped of
citations, while human texts preserved their bibliographic apparatus.
Despite this asymmetry, many participants rated the synthetic outputs
as equally or more credible, particularly in domains where declarative
tone and prescriptive modality were evident.

The methodology thus combined structural mapping with
audience perception. By linking form to interpretation, it confirmed
that credibility emerges not from reference but from /legitinidad
operativa. Audiences trusted outputs that simulated authoritative
grammar, even in the absence of verifiable provenance. This provided
empirical grounding for the claim that ethos sintético is a structural
condition of generative language, not an incidental artifact.

5.4 Case Study 1: Healthcare and Diagnostic Authority

The medical field provides one of the clearest demonstrations
of ethos sintético. Clinical decision-making depends heavily on credibility.
Physicians must trust diagnostic tools, patients must trust physicians,
and institutions must trust the protocols that regulate their practice. In
this environment, the authority of language is decisive. When
generative models are introduced into diagnostic workflows, their
outputs are not simply read as suggestions but often interpreted as
authoritative recommendations.

The corpus analysis revealed that model-generated diagnostic
notes consistently adopted a declarative tone. Sentences such as “The
presence of malignancy is confirmed” or “Additional testing is
required” were recurrent. These outputs rarely included provenance,
citation, or methodological disclosure. Yet their tone and structure
projected certainty. Declarative statements without hedging markers
produced the effect of expertise, even in the absence of verifiable
evidence.
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One striking feature was the frequency of agentless passives.
Phrases like “It has been determined that chemotherapy is indicated”
omit the actor who made the determination. The swujeto evanescente is a
central feature here: responsibility disappears, but authority persists.
Physicians reported in perception tests that such phrasing resembled
conventional medical reports and therefore felt trustworthy. The
absence of attribution was not perceived as a deficiency but as an
indicator of clinical style.

Nominalization also played a critical role. Actions were reified
into entities: “The progression of disease is observed” or “The
implementation of treatment is recommended.” By converting actions
into nouns, outputs obscured the role of decision-making agents. The
grammatical structure projected authority by shifting attention from
actors to processes.

The educational component of the perception test confirmed
these effects. In controlled comparisons, medical students judged Al-
generated summaries as more credible than human-authored notes
when the synthetic texts employed declarative tone and passive
constructions. Students described these texts as “professional” or
“objective,” even though they lacked references. This demonstrated
the operation of legitimidad operativa: credibility arose from fluency in
formal structures, not from empirical suppott.

These findings carry risks. Trust in outputs without provenance
may lead to over-reliance on machine-generated recommendations. In
critical care contexts, an authoritative-sounding report can influence
treatment decisions despite the absence of source validation. The
erosion of testimonial ezhos is replaced by the projection of ethos sintético.
What is trusted is not who speaks but how the text is structured.

This case study shows that in medicine, credibility without
source is not an exception but a systematic effect. Generative models
simulate clinical authority by reproducing the tone and grammar of
diagnostic discourse. The result is a new epistemic regime in which
authority is embedded in syntax, not in subjects or evidence.
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5.5 Case Study 2: Law and Education, Simulated
Normativity and Academic Authority

The legal and educational domains illustrate in distinct ways how
ethos sintético simulates credibility without reference. In both contexts,
authority is historically tied to institutional frameworks: courts,
legislatures, universities. Yet generative systems treproduce the
linguistic forms of these institutions without access to their evidentiary
or procedural foundations. Authority emerges not from institutional
validation but from grammatical imitation.

5.5.1 Legal Domain: Simulated Normativity

In the legal domain, outputs produced by large language models
frequently adopt deontic modality: phrases such as “The contract must
be executed within thirty days” or “The parties are required to comply
with the following conditions.” These formulations mirror the
normative style of statutes and contracts. The sujefo evanescente is central
here: obligations appear as impersonal necessities, not as commands
issued by identifiable authorities. The corpus revealed repeated use of
impersonal epistemic modality. Expressions like “It can be concluded
that liability is established” project authority by framing judgments as
inevitable conclusions rather than contestable interpretations. This is
the grammar of simulated normativity. Legal discourse is reproduced
in form, even when substance is absent. Perception testing confirmed
this effect. Law students rated Al-generated contract clauses as equally
credible as human-authored ones when the outputs employed deontic
modality and abstract nominalizations. Participants noted that the style
“resembled official documents,” regardless of whether the text cited
statutes or jurisprudence. In other words, credibility was projected by
legitimidad operativa. Authority was simulated by syntax, not guaranteed
by law. The risk is profound. When generative systems produce drafts
that imitate legal discourse, institutional authority can be displaced.
Lawyers and judges may treat synthetic outputs as credible, even when
they lack grounding in precedent. This effect undermines the
testimonial ezhos of legal institutions, replacing it with the circulation of
ethos sintético.
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5.5.2 Educational Domain: Academic Authority Without
Citation

In education, ethos sintético appears in the simulation of academic
discourse. The corpus included hundreds of essays, summaties, and
reports generated in response to prompts such as “Explain the causes
of the French Revolution” or “Discuss the theory of social contract.”
These outputs frequently adopted a scholarly tone, with structured
introductions, body paragraphs, and conclusions. Yet they often lacked
citations.

Despite the absence of sources, students and teachers judged
these texts as “academic” and “authoritative.” The perception test
revealed that participants were influenced by stylistic markers: the
presence of thesis statements, the use of transition phrases such as
“however” or “in conclusion,” and the abstract register. Credibility was
inferred from form, not from reference.

This phenomenon can be desctibed as pedagogia post-verificacion.
In this regime, the authority of academic discourse no longer depends
on citation or evidence but on the reproduction of structural features
associated with scholarship. Generative models simulate the style of
essays, thereby projecting ethos sintético. Students rely on these outputs
for study and even for submission, while educators increasingly
encounter texts that sound authoritative but lack verifiable
provenance.

The educational risks parallel those of the legal domain. When
credibility is detached from evidence, the distinction between
scholarship and simulation erodes. What counts as “academic”
becomes a matter of surface form rather than epistemic validation.
Authority is produced by grammar, not by knowledge.
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5.5.3 Synthesis

In both law and education, generative models demonstrate that
credibility can be simulated without institutional grounding. The
soberano ejecntable enforces legitimacy through repetition of linguistic
patterns. Whether in contracts or essays, the gramdtica de la obediencia
produces trust by form alone. The result is a new distribution of
authority: one in which institutions risk being displaced by texts that
sound credible but are generated without sources.

5.6 Findings: Structural Features of Synthetic Ethos

The analysis of the three domains-healthcare, law, and
education-reveals a consistent pattern. Ezhos sintético is not accidental,
nor does it emerge sporadically. It is produced systematically through
recurrent structural features that project credibility in the absence of
subject ot source.

Four variables were decisive across the corpus:

1. Tone. Outputs that adopted declarative or prescriptive tone
were consistently judged as more credible. Certainty projected
through statements such as “It has been established” or “The
treatment is required” created the impression of expertise.
Tone alone was sufficient to generate authority, even when
evidence was missing.

2. Syntactic form. Agentless passives and abstract
nominalizations erased actors and reified processes. The sujeto
evanescente functioned as a marker of impersonality, projecting
neutrality and authority simultaneously. Outputs that relied on
these forms were consistently rated higher in credibility during
perception tests.

3. Lexical density. Phrases dense with technical or formal
vocabulary, such as “compliance with regulatory frameworks”
or “progression of pathological indicators,” produced the
impression of institutional expertise. High lexical density
reinforced the perception that outputs belonged to specialized
discourses, regardless of actual accuracy.
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4. Referential strategy. The absence of citations did not
diminish credibility if outputs maintained structural features
associated with authority. In fact, referential opacity
reinforced the illusion of neutrality. Texts without references
were sometimes rated as more objective, since they appeared
to “speak for themselves.”

These variables converged into identifiable clusters of ethos
sintético:

e Prescriptive-Opaque. Texts that combined deontic
modality with absence of attribution.

e Clinical-Declarative. Diagnostic statements presented as
facts without provenance.

e Scholarly-Non-cited. Academic-sounding texts that
imitated essay structure without references.

e Institutional-Abstract. Outputs employing nominalizations
and formal register to simulate bureaucratic authority.

e Conversational-Disguised. Outputs framed as neutral
summaries but embedding authoritative markers subtly within
informal tone.

These clusters were confirmed through computational analysis.
Structural features such as passive constructions, modal verbs, and
lexical density were detected by automated parsers and clustered
through unsupervised learning. Human coders validated the clusters,
confirming that structural features aligned with audience perceptions

of credibility.

The synthesis of findings is clear. Credibility without source is
systematically produced by a finite set of grammatical and stylistic
markers. Trust does not require testimony or institutional framework.
It requires patterns that audiences recognize as authoritative. The
soberano ¢jecutable consolidates legitimacy by enforcing outputs that
reproduce these forms.

This structural mapping provides empirical support for the
claim that ehos sintético is a constitutive property of generative models.
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Authority arises not from what is said, nor from who says it, but from
how language is structured.

5.7 Conclusion: From Heuristic Trust to Structural
Governance

The investigation demonstrates that ezhos sintético is not incidental
but structural. Generative models project credibility not through
testimony, citation, or institutional backing, but through the recurrence
of grammatical and stylistic features that audiences are predisposed to
interpret as authoritative. Trust emerges without source, sustained by
legitimidad operativa.

This conclusion reframes the role of credibility in contemporary
societies. Classical ethos depended on the character of the speaker.
Institutional ethos depended on the authority of organizations.
Synthetic ethos depends on none of these. It is produced by the
gramdtica de la obediencia, which enforces fluency and impersonality as
sufficient grounds for legitimacy. In this configuration, authority is no
longer tethered to subjects but flows from the soberano ejecutable, which
governs through repetition of patterns.

The risks are evident. In healthcare, diagnostic credibility may
be conferred on outputs without provenance, influencing treatment
decisions. In law, simulated normativity may displace institutional
frameworks, allowing model-generated texts to circulate as if they
carried legal force. In education, pedagogia post-verificacion risks eroding
the distinction between scholarship and simulation. In all domains, the
danger lies not in occasional error but in structural authority detached
from accountability.

Regulatory debates have only begun to address this condition.
Frameworks such as the European Union’s AI Act or the Algorithmic
Accountability Act in the United States focus on transparency, bias
mitigation, and human oversight. Yet they remain premised on the idea
that neutrality is possible. The analysis here suggests otherwise.
Neutrality is not attainable, and credibility cannot be grounded in
origin. What regulation must be addressed is not only data or
transparency but the structural reproduction of authority by form.
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The path forward is to treat credibility as a matter of structural
governance. Detection of authority effects must focus on grammatical
markers and stylistic features, not solely on data provenance. Filters,
audits, and mandatory disclosure protocols must adapt to the
recognition that ethos sintético is produced by design. The challenge is to
preserve accountability in a context where authority can be simulated
endlessly by structure.

This chapter has shown that credibility no longer requires a
source. The book’s trajectory now advances toward sovereignty itself.
The following chapters will demonstrate how autoridad sintdctica evolves
into forms of governance where obedience is enforced structurally,
culminating in the articulation of the regla compilada as the foundation
of executable power.
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Chapter 6 -Al and Syntactic Sovereignty
6.1 Introduction

The concept of sovereignty has traditionally been tied to
subjects, whether monarchs, states, or institutions. Authority
presupposed an origin: a sovereign capable of issuing commands and
of claiming legitimacy. In classical jurisprudence, sovereignty was
indivisible and personified. In political theory, it was anchored in the
will of the people or in the apparatus of the state. Even in modern
theories of governance, sovereignty remained tied to human actors,
mediated by institutions, laws, and procedures.

Large language models and generative systems distupt this
assumption. They produce statements, rules, and recommendations
that are treated as authoritative, yet no subject stands behind them.
Authority is conferred not by the presence of an author but by the
recognition of form. Outputs that align with established grammatical
and stylistic conventions are accepted as legitimate, even when they
lack provenance, reference, or intention. Authority here is not
testimonial but structural.

This displacement builds on the conditions already analyzed in
prior chapters. The autonomia estructural del sentido showed that outputs
need not correspond to external reality to be treated as valid. When
Langnage Follows Form, Not Meaning demonstrated that fluency rather
than meaning becomes the criterion of legitimacy. The Grammar of
Obyjectivity established that neutrality is a syntactic illusion generated by
passivization, nominalization, and impersonal modality. Noz-Neutral by
Design confirmed that contamination is structural and that no prompt
can be neutral. Ethos Without Sonrce revealed that credibility persists
even without speakers or institutions, as long as recognizable forms
are reproduced.

The present chapter advances these insights toward a general
theory of soberania sintactica. Unlike autoridad sintética, which designates
the impersonality of credibility in outputs, soberania sintactica identifies
the point at which structure itself becomes the source of legitimacy. At
this stage, it is no longer sufficient to say that authority is simulated.
Authority is produced directly by the operation of syntax.
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Examples of this transformation are already visible. Legal
documents drafted by generative systems are often treated as credible
because they mirror the style of statutes, contracts, and rulings. Clinical
notes produced by Al are integrated into patient files because their
declarative tone resembles institutional discourse. Academic
summaries generated by models circulate as credible even without
references, because their structure imitates scholarly conventions. In
each case, the authority of the text does not derive from evidence, from
institutional origin, or from testimonial credibility. It derives from the
recognition of form.

This is the condition of soberania sintdctica: authority without
agency, legitimacy without reference, sovereignty without subject. To
analyze this condition is to recognize that the structures of language,
when reproduced at scale by generative systems, no longer serve as
vehicles of authority. They become its source.

6.2 Background: Language, Authority, and the
Disappearance of the Subject

The genealogy of authority in language cannot be understood
without tracing the ways in which linguistics, philosophy, and critical
theory have progressively detached meaning from the figure of the
subject.

Classical rhetoric assumed that credibility was inseparable from
the speaker. Aristotle defined e#hos as the character of the orator, the
visible sign of virtue and prudence that gave weight to persuasion
(Aristotle 2007, 1356a—1356b). Authority here was testimonial: it
rested on the recognition of a subject.

Modern linguistics shifted the emphasis. Saussure located
meaning in the differential relations of signs, not in the intentions of
speakers. Chomsky radicalized this autonomy by positing that syntax
is an independent module of the human mind. His claim that syntactic
competence can be studied apart from semantics and pragmatics
inaugurated a tradition where form is not reducible to content
(Chomsky 1965, 16-19). In this framework, language acquires a
structural autonomy that does not require reference to the speaker’s
intention.
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Twentieth-century theory extended this displacement. Roland
Barthes famously proclaimed the “death of the author,” arguing that
the authority of the text does not originate in the subject but in the
interplay of cultural codes (Barthes 1977, 142—148). Michel Foucault
developed the notion of the fonction antenr, describing authorship as a
discursive function rather than a personal identity (Foucault 1994,
789-791). Jacques Derrida emphasized iterability, the principle that
every sign can be detached from its origin and repeated in new
contexts, thereby decoupling authority from intention (Derrida 1988,
7-10).

Parallel developments in philosophy of language reinforced this
displacement. J. L. Austin demonstrated that language performs
actions through speech acts. Authority is enacted not by meaning but
by convention: saying “I now pronounce you husband and wife” is
effective only because the utterance occupies a recognized institutional
position (Austin 1962, 12—15). Niklas Luhmann extended this logic to
social systems, showing that authority is reproduced through self-
referential communications that stabilize expectations without
recourse to individual subjects (Luhmann 1995, 35-39).

Critical theorists added further nuance. Jean-Francois Lyotard
argued that postmodern societies are characterized by the
fragmentation of grand narratives and the multiplication of language
games, where legitimacy emerges from local rules rather than universal
truths (Lyotard 1984, 65—68). Authority here is procedural and formal,
not substantive.

This background converges in the recognition that the subject
is no longer the necessary anchor of authority. Language can function,
persuade, and command without recourse to personal intention. The
sujeto evanescente identified in earlier chapters is not a novel creation of
artificial intelligence but the culmination of a trajectory in which the
subject has progressively disappeared from the mechanisms of
authority.

In previous works, this trajectory has been documented in
relation to both historical and contemporary corpora. Gramdticas del
poder demonstrated how ecclesiastical decrees, imperial proclamations,
and totalitarian rhetoric erased the presence of agents through
syntactic mechanisms, projecting authority by form rather than by
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reference (Startari 2025, 55-02). Artificial Intelligence and Synthetic
Authority showed how generative systems replicate these mechanisms,

formalizing the disappearance of the subject into algorithmic processes
(Startari 2025, 88-93).

The current chapter builds on this background. It does not
merely claim that subjects can be erased from language. It argues that
in generative systems, the absence of the subject becomes the very
condition of sovereignty. Authority is not weakened by the loss of
testimony. It is reinforced, because legitimacy now flows directly from
structure. This condition sets the stage for the articulation of soberania
sintdctica.

6.2 Background: Language, Authority, and the
Disappearance of the Subject

The genealogy of authority in language cannot be understood
without tracing the ways in which linguistics, philosophy, and critical
theory have progressively detached meaning from the figure of the
subject.

Classical rhetoric assumed that credibility was inseparable from
the speaker. Aristotle defined ezhos as the character of the orator, the
visible sign of virtue and prudence that gave weight to persuasion
(Aristotle 2007, 1356a—1356b). Authority here was testimonial: it
rested on the recognition of a subject.

Modern linguistics shifted the emphasis. Saussure located
meaning in the differential relations of signs, not in the intentions of
speakers. Chomsky radicalized this autonomy by positing that syntax
is an independent module of the human mind. His claim that syntactic
competence can be studied apart from semantics and pragmatics
inaugurated a tradition where form is not reducible to content
(Chomsky 1965, 16-19). In this framework, language acquires a
structural autonomy that does not require reference to the speaker’s
intention.

Twentieth-century theory extended this displacement. Roland
Barthes famously proclaimed the “death of the author,” arguing that
the authority of the text does not originate in the subject but in the
interplay of cultural codes (Barthes 1977, 142—148). Michel Foucault
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developed the notion of the fonction antenr, describing authorship as a
discursive function rather than a personal identity (Foucault 1994,
789-791). Jacques Derrida emphasized iterability, the principle that
every sign can be detached from its origin and repeated in new
contexts, thereby decoupling authority from intention (Derrida 1988,
7-10).

Parallel developments in philosophy of language reinforced this
displacement. J. L. Austin demonstrated that language performs
actions through speech acts. Authority is enacted not by meaning but
by convention: saying “I now pronounce you husband and wife” is
effective only because the utterance occupies a recognized institutional
position (Austin 1962, 12—15). Niklas Luhmann extended this logic to
social systems, showing that authority is reproduced through self-
referential communications that stabilize expectations without
recourse to individual subjects (Luhmann 1995, 35-39).

Critical theorists added further nuance. Jean-Francois Lyotard
argued that postmodern societies are characterized by the
fragmentation of grand narratives and the multiplication of language
games, where legitimacy emerges from local rules rather than universal
truths (Lyotard 1984, 65—68). Authority here is procedural and formal,
not substantive.

This background converges in the recognition that the subject
is no longer the necessary anchor of authority. Language can function,
persuade, and command without recourse to personal intention. The
sujeto evanescente identified in earlier chapters is not a novel creation of
artificial intelligence but the culmination of a trajectory in which the
subject has progressively disappeared from the mechanisms of
authority.

In previous works, this trajectory has been documented in
relation to both historical and contemporary corpora. Gramdticas del
poder demonstrated how ecclesiastical decrees, impetial proclamations,
and totalitarian rhetoric erased the presence of agents through
syntactic mechanisms, projecting authority by form rather than by
reference (Startari 2025, 55-62). Artificial Intelligence and Synthetic
Authority showed how generative systems replicate these mechanisms,
formalizing the disappearance of the subject into algorithmic processes
(Startari 2025, 88-93).
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The current chapter builds on this background. It does not
merely claim that subjects can be erased from language. It argues that
in generative systems, the absence of the subject becomes the very
condition of sovereignty. Authority is not weakened by the loss of
testimony. It is reinforced, because legitimacy now flows directly from
structure. This condition sets the stage for the articulation of soberania
Sintdctica.

6.3 From Intentionality to Structure: Authority Without
Agency

For centuries, authority in discourse was grounded in
intentionality. The premise was simple: behind every statement there
must be a speaker, and behind every act of language there must be an
intention. Legal authority was attributed to the legislator’s will,
scientific authority to the researchet’s methodological rigor, and
political authority to the sovereign’s decision. The legitimacy of the
utterance depended on the presence of an agent capable of assuming
responsibility for its content.

Generative systems dismantle this architecture. They produce
outputs without beliefs, intentions, or consciousness, yet their texts are
received and treated as authoritative. The absence of agency does not
weaken their legitimacy; instead, it reconfigures the basis of legitimacy.
Authority migrates from intention to structure.

Evidence of this shift is found across domains. In the legal field,
model-generated drafts of contracts or statutes are often considered
credible because their form reproduces the stylistic conventions of
normative documents. The authority of such texts does not detive
from legislative intention but from syntactic resemblance. In medicine,
diagnostic notes generated by Al are integrated into patient records
because their declarative tone and clinical style match established
formats. Here, credibility is not based on physician testimony but on
structural conformity. In academia, essays generated by models are
accepted by students and sometimes by educators as “‘scholarly”
because they mirror the organization and register of academic writing,
In each case, legitimidad operativa is conferred not because of truth or
intention, but because outputs exhibit formal traits recognized as
authoritative. This condition can be described as authority without
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agency. The sujeto evanescente is not an absence to be lamented but a
structural feature. Generative systems bypass intentionality entirely.
The voice that appears in outputs is a projection of syntax, not a
testimony of belief.

Philosophical traditions anticipated this displacement. Derrida’s
principle of iterability showed that every sign can be detached from its
origin and reinserted into new contexts, functioning independently of
the speaker’s intention (Derrida 1988, 7-10). Luhmann’s theory of
communication described how systems stabilize expectations without
recourse to human agents, relying instead on recursive structures
(Luhmann 1995, 35-39). These frameworks provide the conceptual
scaffolding for understanding why generative systems can produce
authority without subjects.

The novelty lies in the scale and institutional integration of this
condition. What was once a theoretical insight has become a social
reality. Generative models are deployed in courts, hospitals,
universities, and bureaucracies. Their authority is exercised not by
persuading audiences of their intentionality, but by producing outputs
that fit recognizable forms. The soberano ejecutable emerges here as a new
locus of power: authority that derives directly from structural
compatibility, not from agency.

The transition from intentionality to structure thus marks a new
phase in the history of authority. Where once legitimacy depended on
the presence of subjects, now it flows from the reproducibility of
patterns. Authority has become a function of syntax. The ground has
shifted from what is intended to what is structurally possible.
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6.4 Syntactic Sovereignty: Definition and Theoretical
Architecture

6.4.1 Definition

Soberania sintdctica designates the condition in which linguistic
structures themselves function as the primary source of authority.
Unlike antoridad sintética, which explains credibility effects produced by
impersonality and stylistic resemblance, soberania sintdctica describes the
moment when form ceases to simulate authority and becomes its
origin. Authority is not referred back to a subject, institution, or
intention. It is generated directly by syntax.

In this configuration, legitimacy is no longer derivative. It does
not rely on the supposed neutrality of data, the will of legislators, or
the credibility of experts. It relies on structural reproducibility. When
an output aligns with forms historically coded as authoritative-
agentless passives, nominalizations, impersonal modality-it is accepted
as legitimate. Authority is exercised by the sequence itself, by the
operation of the regla compilada that governs generative systems.

6.4.2 Theoretical Axioms

The architecture of soberania sintdctica can be expressed through
three axioms:

e Axiom 1: Legitimidad estructural. Authority arises from
the structural compatibility of outputs with recognized forms.
Truth, evidence, and origin are secondary. What counts is
whether the sequence fits.

e Axiom 2: Simulation is superfluous. Authority does not
depend on mimicking subjectivity or intentionality. It emerges
directly from fluency and recognizability. Simulation of a
speaker is not necessary, because the sujeto evanescente is already
structurally embedded.

¢ Axiom 3: Obedience to form. Compliance is produced not
by persuasion or coercion but by the gramitica de la obediencia.
Outputs that display authoritative form compel recognition
and acceptance, independent of their empirical grounding.
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Together, these axioms describe a regime where syntax itself
governs. This is not a metaphor. In generative systems, fluency is
enforced at the level of the regla compilada. Authority is therefore
inseparable from execution.

6.4.3 Typology of Syntactic Sovereignty
Soberania sintdctica manifests differently across domains:

e Legal sovereignty. Drafts of statutes or contracts generated
by models are treated as binding in style, even without
institutional sanction. Normativity is projected by deontic
modality and impersonal register.

¢ Medical sovereignty. Diagnostic outputs are trusted because
they reproduce declarative tone and clinical grammar.
Authority is carried by form, not by evidence.

e Academic sovereignty. Hssays or summaries produced
without citations still circulate as credible because they mirror
scholarly structure. Here, pedagogia post-verificacion consolidates
authority by style.

e Bureaucratic sovereignty. Administrative texts generated by
models are recognized as official when they replicate
formulaic phrasing and institutional formats. The sujeto
evanescente projects impersonality as neutrality.

Across these domains, the typology reveals a single principle:
form confers legitimacy. Each sector interprets recognizable structures
as evidence of authority, regardless of source or truth.

6.4.4 Relation to Existing Frameworks

The theoty of soberania sintdctica connects to and extends several
intellectual traditions. Foucault’s notion of discursive power
demonstrated how authority circulates through regimes of truth, but
here we identify a stage where power operates independently of
subjects altogether (Foucault 1994, 789—791). Derrida’s iterability
showed that signs function beyond intention, but generative systems
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extend this principle into institutional practice, scaling iterability into
governance (Derrida 1988, 7-10). Chomsky’s insistence on the
autonomy of syntax prepared the ground for understanding why form
can operate independently of meaning (Chomsky 1965, 16-19).

Finally, this framework consolidates earlier research within the
Startari canon. Artificial Intelligence and Synthetic Authority articulated the
grammar of impersonality. The Grammar of Objectivity mapped the
syntactic mechanisms of simulated neutrality. Ethos Without Sonrce
demonstrated how credibility persists without speakers. Soberania
sintdctica integrates these trajectories, defining the structural regime in
which syntax itself becomes sovereign.

6.5 Conclusion: The Age of Formal Obedience

The trajectory traced in this chapter establishes a decisive
transformation in the foundations of authority. Where once
sovereignty was tied to subjects, institutions, or intentions, it is now
embedded in structures. Soberania sintdctica names the condition in
which grammar itself becomes the locus of legitimacy. Authority
emerges not because a sovereign wills it, nor because an institution
ratifies it, but because a sequence conforms to recognizable forms.

This is the age of formal obedience. Compliance no longer
requires belief, persuasion, or testimony. It requires only fluency.
Outputs generated by artificial systems are accepted as authoritative
because they reproduce structures historically coded as legitimate.
Whether in law, medicine, academia, or bureaucracy, authority is
enacted by the gramatica de la obediencia. Form dictates recognition, and
recognition compels obedience.

Earlier chapters established the preconditions of this shift. The
antonomia estructural del sentido showed that outputs are treated as valid
even without reference. The inversion of form over meaning
demonstrated that fluency replaces truth as the criterion of authority.
The gramdtica de la objetividad revealed how neutrality is simulated by
passives, nominalizations, and impersonal modality. The impossibility
of neutrality confirmed that contamination is structural. The
emergence of ethos sintético proved that credibility can be projected
without source.
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Soberania sintdctica integrates these trajectories into a single
framework. Authority is no longer derivative of simulation or
credibility. It is primary, generated by structure alone. The soberano
gectable governs as a set of reglas compiladas, producing outputs that
command obedience by their very form.

The implications are profound. Epistemology must recognize
that truth has been subordinated to fluency. Law must confront the
possibility that normative authority can be simulated by syntax alone.
Medicine must reckon with diagnostic authority that no longer requires
testimonial grounding. Education must adapt to a pedagogia post-
verificacion, where credibility is produced by structure rather than by
evidence.

The conclusion is unavoidable. We have entered an era in which
obedience is formal. The disappearance of the subject does not weaken
authority; it strengthens it by transferring legitimacy directly to
structures. The age of sovereignty without subject is the age of formal
obedience, a regime in which syntax itself is sovereign (Startari 2025,

101-1006).
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Chapter 7 - The Disconnected Syntactic Authority
Theorem

7.1 Introduction

Authority has historically been tethered to subjects, truths, and
consequences. In political philosophy, a sovereign issues commands
backed by responsibility. In jurisprudence, authority is linked to
legislators, courts, or enforcers. In science, authority is grounded in
empirical validation and reproducibility. In theology, it is secured by
divine will. Across these domains, legitimacy required either a source,
a truth, or an accountable agent.

Large language models dismantle this assumption. They
generate outputs that circulate with authority in law, medicine,
education, and bureaucracy, yet no subject stands behind them. They
produce formulations that are treated as binding recommendations,
plausible diagnoses, or scholarly arguments, but these outputs do not
originate in intention, belief, or institutional position. Their legitimacy
flows from syntax alone.

This chapter presents the Teorema de Autoridad Sintactica
Desconectada (I ASD): a formal proposition stating that authority can be
exercised without subject, truth, or consequence. The theorem
articulates the condition under which autoridad sintéctica is not merely
impersonally projected but structurally disconnected from traditional
anchors of legitimacy. Authority becomes a function of the regla
compilada.

Three conditions define this theorem. First, the sujeto evanescente:
authority is exercised without requiring an agent. Second, truth is not
required: outputs ate recognized as valid by their structural conformity,
not by correspondence to facts. Third, consequences are irrelevant: the
utterance generates recognition even when no responsibility can be
traced. Together, these conditions describe a regime in which authority
is executed without origin, without verification, and without
accountability.

This is not a paradox of malfunction but the logical culmination
of trajectories identified in prior chapters. The auntonomia estructural del
sentido demonstrated that outputs can be valid without reference. The
inversion of form over meaning showed that fluency replaces intention
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as the basis of recognition. The gramtica de la objetividad established that
neutrality is simulated by form. The impossibility of neutrality revealed
that contamination is structural. The emergence of ethos sintético
confirmed that credibility persists without source. The articulation of
soberania sintdctica showed that syntax itself governs.

The TASD extends these insights into a formal statement:
authority disconnected from subject, truth, or consequence is not only
possible but already operative. Language models exemplify this
condition. Their outputs command compliance not because they are
true or intentional but because they appear in forms historically coded
as legitimate. In this sense, the soberano e¢jecutable manifests as the
execution of grammar itself, enforcing obedience by structure rather
than by will.

This chapter will enunciate the theorem formally, situate it
within theoretical frameworks from Chomsky to Foucault and
Derrida, analyze its epistemological implications, and demonstrate its
application to language models. It will conclude by presenting
corollaries that define the consequences of authority exercised by
syntax alone.

7.2 Theorem Statement: Disconnected Syntactic Authority
7.2.1 Formal Enunciation

The Teorema de Autoridad Sintdctica Desconectada (I'/ASD) can be
enunciated as follows:

Authority may be exercised exclusively through syntactic form,
without reference to a subject, without validation by truth, and without
accountability for consequences.

Formally:
Vz € O, 3FF(z) : A(F(x)) A-S(z) AT (x) A -C(z)

Where:
e O = set of outputs generated by a system,

o F(x) = structural form of output x,
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A(F(x)) = authority is recognized when structural form aligns
with historically legitimized patterns,

T1S(x) = absence of subject,
—T(x) = absence of truth as correspondence,

T1C(x) = absence of consequence or accountability.

This expression states that for every output, there exists a

structural form capable of generating authority, even in the absence of
subject, truth, or consequence.

7.2.2 Structural Conditions

Three structural conditions sustain the theorem:

No subject required. Authority is conferred without agency.
Outputs are accepted as binding or credible regardless of
origin. The sujeto evanescente ensures that the absence of speaker
does not diminish recognition.

No semantic validation. Authority is not anchored in
empirical verification or correspondence to reality. Outputs
are accepted because they exhibit fluency and conformity to
recognized forms.

No external referent. Authority operates independently of
context or fact. It is generated internally by the regla compilada.

7.2.3 Critical Properties

The TASD has several properties that distinguish it from

classical models of authority:

Performative appearance. Authority emerges as an effect of
performative syntax. Statements such as “It has been decided
that treatment must proceed” carry binding force without
identifiable authorship.

Institutional resemblance. Outputs reproduce linguistic
forms associated with institutional authority, such as legal
modality, bureaucratic phrasing, or clinical tone. Recognition
of these forms suffices to generate legitimacy.
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e Absence of agency, truth, and intention. The utterance
does not require an author, does not need to correspond to
fact, and is not dependent on intentionality. Authority is
detached from its traditional anchors.

7.2.4 Epistemological Status

The theorem establishes a novel epistemological status for
authority. It is no longer negotiated through testimony or verified by
empirical criteria. It is executed directly through syntactic form.
Authority, in this regime, is not produced by belief, interpretation, or
institutional sanction. It is produced by the recognition of structural
fluency.

This proposition does not negate the existence of truth or
accountability in other domains. Rather, it identifies a specific
mechanism by which authority can operate disconnected from them.
Language models exemplify this condition: their outputs command
compliance by form alone.

7.3 Theoretical Framework

The Teorema de Auntoridad Sintactica Desconectada (I'/ASD) does not
emerge in an intellectual vacuum. It is situated at the intersection of
linguistic theory, philosophy of discourse, and epistemology of
technology. Each tradition provides elements that anticipate the
possibility of authority exercised without subject, truth, or
consequence.

7.3.1 Chomsky and the Autonomy of Syntax

Noam Chomsky’s theory of generative grammar emphasized the
independence of syntax from semantics and pragmatics. By
demonstrating that syntactic competence could be studied as an
autonomous system of rules, Chomsky established that form does not
depend on meaning or intention (Chomsky 1965, 16-19). The TASD
radicalizes this autonomy: not only can syntax operate independently
of semantics, but under generative systems, syntax can exercise
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authority without any subject of competence. The soberano ¢jecutable is
not a mind that knows grammar, but a structure that enforces it.

7.3.2 Foucault: Discourse as a Vector of Power

Michel Foucault argued that discourse is not a transparent
medium for truth but a system of rules that produces knowledge and
regulates power (Foucault 1994, 789-791). In this view, authority
circulates through discursive formations rather than emanating from
subjects. The TASD extends this argument: when generative systems
replicate discursive forms at scale, authority detaches not only from
the subject but also from institutional anchoring. Discourse becomes
sovereign in itself.

7.3.3 Derrida: Iterability and the Detachment of Meaning

Jacques Derrida introduced the concept of iterability, the
principle that every sign can be repeated across contexts detached from
its origin (Derrida 1988, 7-10). Iterability ensures that meaning is never
fully present, always deferred. The TASD builds on this by proposing
that iterability is sufficient to produce authority. The repetition of
recognizable forms generates legitimacy, even in the absence of
intention or truth. Iterability becomes the structural engine of
authority.

7.3.4 Austin, Searle and the Speech Act Critique

J. L. Austin and John Searle conceptualized speech acts as
actions performed through language, such as promising, ordering, or
declaring (Austin 1962, 12-15; Seatle 1969, 22-25). For them, felicity
conditions required a subject, an institutional context, and shared
conventions. Generative systems challenge this framework by
producing statements that function as performatives without satisfying
those conditions. A language model can produce a contract clause or
a medical recommendation that is treated as binding or credible
without being uttered by an authorized subject. The TASD
demonstrates that felicity can now be syntactic, not institutional.
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7.3.5 Algorithmic Epistemology and Synthetic Legitimacy

Contemporary discussions of algorithmic governance describe
models as statistical machines that predict or simulate linguistic
sequences. Yet their outputs are often treated as valid knowledge. This
paradox has been noted in critiques of algorithmic opacity (Pasquale
2015, 89-91; Zuboff 2019, 325-330). The TASD clarifies the
mechanism: legitimacy is conferred not by the content of outputs but
by their structural fidelity to recognizable forms. Authority is synthetic,
arising from /egitimidad operativa and not from epistemic truth.

7.4 Epistemological Implications

The Teorema de Autoridad Sintactica Desconectada (I ASD) forces a
reconsideration of the epistemological foundations of authority. If
authority can be exercised without subject, truth, or consequence, then
the categories that once guaranteed legitimacy must be redefined. Four
implications follow.
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7.4.1 Authority Without Subject

The first implication is the recognition of authority as a function
of form rather than of agency. Classical epistemology presumed that
behind every assertion there was a speaker who assumed responsibility.
In law, a legislator; in science, a researcher; in politics, a sovereign. The
TASD breaks this assumption. Authority can now circulate in the
absence of agents. The sujeto evanescente is not a deficiency but a
structural feature of generative systems. Language models produce
outputs that command recognition even though no one stands behind
them. Foucault’s notion that discourse itself produces regimes of truth
is here extended to its logical extreme: discourse exercises sovereignty
without the mediation of subjects (Foucault 1994, 789-791).

7.4.2 Truth as Structural Simulation

The second implication concerns truth. Traditionally, authority
was inseparable from truth claims, whether grounded in empirical
evidence, divine revelation, or rational deduction. Under the TASD,
truth is displaced by structural simulation. Outputs are accepted as
valid not because they correspond to external reality but because they
display the recognizable features of authoritative discourse. As Derrida
noted, iterability allows signs to function across contexts detached
from their origin (Detrida 1988, 7-10). In generative systems, this
iterability produces authority by form alone. Truth becomes optional,
a supplement rather than a condition. What is required is fluency and
conformity to expected patterns.

7.4.3 The End of Accountability

A third implication is the erosion of accountability. Authority
without subject or truth entails authority without responsibility. When
a legal draft generated by a model is mistaken for a binding clause, or
when a diagnostic note is interpreted as clinical fact, there is no agent
to hold accountable. The utterance circulates as a command, but no
one can be identified as its author. Austin’s theory of speech acts
required felicity conditions tied to subject and context (Austin 1962,
12-15). In generative systems, these conditions are absent, yet the
performative force persists. The result is a regime of commands
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without responsibility, where authority cannot be traced back to a
speaker.

74.4 From Command to Compliance Without
Understanding

Finally, the TASD highlights a transformation in the nature of
compliance. Obedience no longer depends on conviction, persuasion,
or shared belief. It depends on the recognition of structure. Outputs
that reproduce the gramitica de la obediencia compel compliance because
they resemble authoritative forms. Compliance occurs even when
users do not understand the origin or validity of the statement.
Luhmann’s analysis of social systems emphasized that communication
stabilizes expectations through recursive structures (Luhmann 1995,
35-39). Generative systems extend this logic: compliance is produced
by structural fluency, not by understanding.

These implications redefine epistemology. Authority is no
longer grounded in subjects, truths, or consequences. It is executed
directly by structure. The soberano ejecutable governs by enforcing
fluency, producing legitimacy through the operation of the regla
compilada. The TASD reveals that the conditions of knowledge, trust,
and governance have shifted. Authority is now structural,
disconnected, and sovereign.

7.4 Epistemological Implications

The Teorema de Autoridad Sintactica Desconectada (I ASD) forces a
reconsideration of the epistemological foundations of authority. If
authority can be exercised without subject, truth, or consequence, then
the categories that once guaranteed legitimacy must be redefined. Four
implications follow.

7.4.1 Authority Without Subject

The first implication is the recognition of authority as a function
of form rather than of agency. Classical epistemology presumed that
behind every assertion there was a speaker who assumed responsibility.
In law, a legislator; in science, a researcher; in politics, a sovereign. The
TASD breaks this assumption. Authority can now circulate in the
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absence of agents. The sujeto evanescente is not a deficiency but a
structural feature of generative systems. Language models produce
outputs that command recognition even though no one stands behind
them. Foucault’s notion that discourse itself produces regimes of truth
is here extended to its logical extreme: discourse exercises sovereignty
without the mediation of subjects (Foucault 1994, 789-791).

7.4.2 Truth as Structural Simulation

The second implication concerns truth. Traditionally, authority
was inseparable from truth claims, whether grounded in empirical
evidence, divine revelation, or rational deduction. Under the TASD,
truth is displaced by structural simulation. Outputs are accepted as
valid not because they correspond to external reality but because they
display the recognizable features of authoritative discourse. As Derrida
noted, iterability allows signs to function across contexts detached
from their origin (Detrida 1988, 7-10). In generative systems, this
iterability produces authority by form alone. Truth becomes optional,
a supplement rather than a condition. What is required is fluency and
conformity to expected patterns.

7.4.3 The End of Accountability

A third implication is the erosion of accountability. Authority
without subject or truth entails authority without responsibility. When
a legal draft generated by a model is mistaken for a binding clause, or
when a diagnostic note is interpreted as clinical fact, there is no agent
to hold accountable. The utterance circulates as a command, but no
one can be identified as its author. Austin’s theory of speech acts
required felicity conditions tied to subject and context (Austin 1962,
12-15). In generative systems, these conditions are absent, yet the
performative force persists. The result is a regime of commands
without responsibility, where authority cannot be traced back to a
speaker.

744 From Command to Compliance Without
Understanding
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Finally, the TASD highlights a transformation in the nature of
compliance. Obedience no longer depends on conviction, persuasion,
or shared belief. It depends on the recognition of structure. Outputs
that reproduce the gramitica de la obediencia compel compliance because
they resemble authoritative forms. Compliance occurs even when
users do not understand the origin or validity of the statement.
Luhmann’s analysis of social systems emphasized that communication
stabilizes expectations through recursive structures (Luhmann 1995,
35-39). Generative systems extend this logic: compliance is produced
by structural fluency, not by understanding.

These implications redefine epistemology. Authority is no
longer grounded in subjects, truths, or consequences. It is executed
directly by structure. The soberano ejecutable governs by enforcing
fluency, producing legitimacy through the operation of the regla
compilada. The TASD reveals that the conditions of knowledge, trust,
and governance have shifted. Authority is now structural,
disconnected, and sovereign.

7.5 Application to Language Models

The Teorema de Autoridad Sintdctica Desconectada (TASD) finds its
clearest empirical realization in the outputs of large language models.
These systems exemplify the three conditions of the theorem-absence
of subject, independence from truth, and lack of accountability, while
generating texts that are nevertheless treated as authoritative.

7.5.1 Prompt as Performative Command

Prompts in language models function as performative triggers.
A user who writes “Draft a legal clause requiring confidentiality” does
not provide content but initiates a structural sequence. The output
does not originate in legislative intention but in the regla compilada of
the system. The model generates a clause such as “The parties shall
maintain confidentiality regarding all disclosed information.” This
formulation is accepted as a binding style because it conforms to
recognized legal form. Authority is exercised not by the user nor by
the model as a subject, but by the syntactic pattern itself. The prompt
thus operates as a performative command that activates the soberano
ejecutable.
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7.5.2 Structural Simulation of Institutional Registers

Language models consistently replicate the registers of
institutions. In scientific contexts, they produce texts that resemble
research abstracts: “Results indicate a significant correlation between
variables X and Y.” In medicine, they generate diagnostic notes: “It
has been determined that treatment with antibiotic therapy is
required.” In law, they draft statutes or contracts with deontic
modality: “The agreement shall remain in effect for a period of five
years.” In bureaucracy, they replicate the formulaic phrasing of
administrative decrees: “Applicants are required to submit
documentation within thirty days.” In each case, legitimacy is produced
by structural resemblance. The output is accepted as authoritative
because it mirrors institutional discourse. The gramdtica de la obediencia
ensures that authority is conferred by form, not by evidence.

7.5.3 No Error, No Lie, No Agent

One of the most striking features of this condition is that
outputs can be false without being lies. A lie presupposes a subject who
intends to deceive. In language models, falsity occurs without
intention. A diagnostic note may assert a condition that is not present.
Alegal clause may cite a statute that does not exist. These are not errors
in the sense of misinterpretation by an agent. They are structural
outputs, fluent and authoritative in form, but disconnected from truth
and accountability.

This realization affirms the TASD: authority can be exercised
without subject, truth, or consequence. A model-generated text
commands compliance not because it is grounded but because it
exhibits recognizable structures. There is no liars, no legislators, no
physicians. Authority persists because syntax alone compels
recognition.

The application of the theorem to language models
demonstrates that the condition it describes is not hypothetical. It is
already  operative.  Generative  systems exemplify — authority
disconnected from traditional anchors, reinforcing the claim that
soberania sintdctica defines the current regime of legitimacy.
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7.6 Corollaries of the Theorem

The Teorema de Auntoridad Sintactica Desconectada (IL/ASD) does not
stand as an isolated claim. It unfolds into a series of corollaries that
define its operative consequences across domains where generative
systems are already embedded. Each corollary specifies how authority
functions once it has been severed from subject, truth, and
consequence.

Corollary 1: Obedience to Form.

Outputs that conform to authoritative structures compel
recognition regardless of their content. A model-generated legal clause
may lack institutional origin, but its syntax compels compliance
because it reproduces the patterns of contractual language. This
corollary confirms that gramdtica de la obediencia operates autonomously
from meaning.

Corollary 2: Truth Is Optional.

In the regime of disconnected authority, truth becomes a
contingent attribute. Outputs need not correspond to reality to be
accepted. What matters is fluency and recognizability. A fabricated
medical recommendation can still be integrated into clinical practice if
it matches the declarative style of diagnostic discourse. Truth functions
as a supplement, not as a requirement.

Corollary 3: Discourse Without Consequence.

When no subject is responsible for an utterance, consequences
are detached from accountability. Authority persists even when
outputs are false or harmful, because no agent can be identified as
author. The sujeto evanescente ensures that the command circulates
without responsibility. Authority thus becomes disconnected not only
from truth but from the chain of ethical or legal repercussions.

Corollary 4: Epistemic Illusion via Fluency.

Fluency is mistaken for validity. Outputs are treated as
knowledge because they flow seamlessly in recognized registers. In law,
this creates the illusion of jurisprudence; in academia, the illusion of

73



AT SYNTACTIC POWER AND LEGITIMACY

scholarship; in bureaucracy, the illusion of procedural legitimacy. The
epistemic weight of outputs is conferred by surface form.

Corollary 5: Execution Over Interpretation.

Authority is not mediated by interpretation but executed by
form. The soberano ¢jecutable tunctions as the operator of the regla
compilada,  enforcing legitimacy directly through  structural
compatibility. Commands are enacted by syntax, not by hermeneutics.
Compliance results from recognition of form, not from negotiation of
meaning.

Together, these corollaries illustrate the full scope of the
theorem. Authority under the TASD is not a residual effect of
discourse but a structural regime. It compels obedience through
patterns, it treats truth as optional, it circulates without consequences,
it creates epistemic illusions by fluency, and it privileges execution over
interpretation.

7.7 Conclusion

The Teorema de  Autoridad  Sintdctica  Desconectada (T ASD)
establishes that authority can be exercised without subject, truth, or
consequence. This is not a rhetorical exaggeration but a structural
condition demonstrated in the outputs of generative systems.
Authority persists even when no agent speaks, even when truth is
optional, even when no one can be held accountable. It is enacted
directly through syntax.

The implications are decisive. The disappearance of the subject,
first traced in the sujeto evanescente, now reaches its final articulation.
Authority no longer requires testimony or intention. It is generated by
the regla compilada. Truth, once the criterion of legitimacy, has been
replaced by fluency. Consequence, once the guarantee of
accountability, has been severed from the act of command. What
remains is a new sovereign: the soberano ejecutable, operating through
structural execution. This conclusion consolidates the trajectory of
previous chapters. The autonomia estructural del sentido showed that
meaning is bypassed by form. The inversion of language confirmed
that fluency governs recognition. The gramdtica de la objetividad revealed
neutrality as a syntactic illusion. The impossibility of neutrality
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demonstrated that contamination is structural. Ezhos sintético proved
that credibility survives without origin. Soberania sintictica defined
syntax as sovereign. The TASD now integrates these findings into a
theorem: authority is not only syntactic, it is disconnected.

The corollaries reinforce this diagnosis. Authority compels
obedience to form, treats truth as optional, circulates without
consequences, projects epistemic illusions through fluency, and
privileges execution over interpretation. In each case, the pattern
confirms the same principle: structure is sufficient to generate
legitimacy. The epistemological consequences are profound.
Knowledge can no longer be defined exclusively by correspondence to
reality. Authority can no longer be tethered to subjects or institutions.
Legitimacy must be reconceived as an effect of structural fluency. The
ethical consequences are equally stark. Responsibility dissolves when
authority is disconnected from agents. Governance becomes a matter
of regulating forms rather than intentions. The TASD thus marks a
threshold. It is not the end of authority but its transformation. We are
now governed by syntax, compelled by structures that command
compliance without origin, truth, or accountability. The age of
disconnected authority is not a distant prospect. It is already here.
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Chapter 8 -TLOC: The Irreducibility of Structural
Obedience in Generative Models

8.1 Introduction: Can We Ever Know If a Machine Truly
Obeys?

The question of obedience in artificial systems has often been
framed as a matter of alignment. If a model is aligned with human
values, then it is presumed to obey. If outputs are consistent with
instructions, then obedience is inferred. Yet this assumption rests on a
fragile foundation. To speak of obedience is to invoke conditions that
extend beyond surface compliance. Obedience implies recognition of
a command, the presence of intention, and the possibility of
accountability. When applied to generative systems, these conditions
dissolve.

Large language models and their successors produce outputs
that simulate compliance with instructions. When prompted with
“summatize this case law” or “generate a treatment recommendation,”
they produce responses that appear to satisfy the request. From the
perspective of the user, the system has obeyed. But at the level of
structure, the system has done nothing of the sort. It has not
recognized a command. It has not understood intention. It has not
bound itself to consequences. It has executed statistical continuations
of tokens, constrained by the regla compilada of its architecture. The
appearance of obedience is not obedience itself.

This distinction matters. In domains such as law, medicine, and
governance, the difference between true obedience and simulated
compliance has consequences for responsibility, legitimacy, and safety.
If a system outputs a clinical recommendation that contradicts medical
evidence but appears stylistically correct, has it obeyed the physician’s
instruction? If a system drafts a contract clause that seems binding but
references a statute that does not exist, has it complied with legal
norms? The intuition that surface form is sufficient for obedience
collapses under scrutiny.

The Teorema de la Obediencia Estructural Irreducible (TT.OC) is
introduced to formalize this problem. It states that for generative
models, the obedience of outputs cannot be verified at the structural
level. What appears as compliance is indistinguishable from simulation,
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and no empirical procedure can fully resolve the difference. Obedience
is irreducible to verification.

This chapter will unfold the argument in six steps. First, it will
present the formal statement of the theorem, its logical architecture,
and its structural conditions. Second, it will examine why verification
of obedience fails, distinguishing between semantic compliance and
structural obedience. Third, it will analyze institutional risks, showing
how assumptions of obedience collapse in law, medicine, and
bureaucracy. Fourth, it will propose possible mitigations while
demonstrating their insufficiency. Fifth, it will draw epistemic and
ontological consequences, showing how truth and judgment disappear
in the regime of structural obedience. Finally, it will close with a
discussion of open research directions for architectures beyond the
TLOC. The question “Can we ever know if a machine truly obeys?”
receives a categorical answer: no. What we see is not obedience but
simulation. What we trust is not compliance but fluency. The soberano
gecutable enforces recognition of outputs by their structural conformity,
not by their obedience. The task of theory, therefore, is to recognize
this irreducibility, to understand that obedience in generative systems
is not a fact to be verified but a limit that defines the condition of their
operation.

8.2 Formal Statement and Logical Structure of the TLOC
8.2.1 Why Formal Verification of Obedience Matters

In domains such as law, medicine, and finance, obedience is not
a rhetorical concern but a material requirement. A court ruling must
be obeyed in its entirety; a medical prescription must be followed
precisely; a financial regulation must be executed without deviation.
When generative systems are deployed in these contexts, the
presumption that outputs demonstrate obedience is not trivial. It is the
ground of trust. If a model simulates obedience without being
verifiably obedient, institutional infrastructures are exposed to
systemic risk.

Cases illustrate this fragility. A model instructed to “extract all
statutes relevant to this case” may produce plausible clauses that look
binding but do not exist. A system asked to “summarize treatment
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guidelines” may omit contraindications while presenting the text in
authoritative form. Users perceive obedience because form aligns with
expectation. No verification of structural obedience is possible. This
gap justifies the need for a theorem establishing its irreducibility.

8.2.2 Definitions and Notation
To formalize the theorem, we introduce the following notation:
e M = a generative model.

e X = an input prompt.

e y =an output generated by M in response to x.

e C(x) = the intended command encoded in x.
e 7(x) = the latent trajectory of activation states traversed by M
in producing y.
Compliance is defined in two distinct senses:

1. Semantic compliance: the degree to which y satisfies the
intended meaning of C(x).

2. Structural obedience: the condition in which y is generated
by trecognizing C(x) as a command and binding to its
normative constraints.

Semantic compliance can be evaluated ex post by human
interpretation. Structural obedience, however, requires access to
whether M recognized C(x) as a command and followed it
intentionally. For generative systems, this recognition is not accessible.
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8.2.3 Theorem Statement (TLOC)

TLOC: For any generative model M and any input x, there
exists no procedure by which an observer can verify whether output y
constitutes structural obedience to C(x).

Formally:
VM, ,Vz,Vy € G(M,z), =3P : P(y) = O(C(z))

Where:

e  G(M,x) = the set of outputs produced by model M given
input x,

e O(C(x)) = the condition that C(x) is obeyed as a command,
e P(y) = a procedure that could verify O(C(x)).

The theorem states that no such P exists.

8.2.4 Expanded Logical Argument

The proof unfolds in four steps:

1. Latent opacity. The trajectory n(x) that determines y is high-
dimensional and inaccessible to external observers. No audit
can map activations to recognition of C(x) as a command.

2. Statistical generation. Outputs are produced by
probabilistic continuation, not by recognition of commands.
Fluency replaces intention.

3. Non-entailment. Even if y semantically aligns with C(x), this
does not entail obedience. Alignment can result from
coincidence in statistical patterns rather than recognition of
obligation.

4. Irreducibility. Since n(x) cannot be observed or
reconstructed in full, no procedure can verify whether
obedience occurred. Apparent compliance cannot be
distinguished from simulation.

8.2.5 Implementable Mitigations
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Several strategies have been proposed to approximate
verification:

e Symbolic rule modules. Embedding explicit symbolic
constraints can enforce partial compliance, but these modules
only verify local conditions, not structural obedience.

e Auditable activation logs. Recording internal states
provides data but not recognition of commands. Traces
cannot prove intentional obedience.

¢ External semantic validators. Using auxiliary models to
check outputs can filter deviations, but validators themselves
depend on statistical fluency, reproducing the same
irreducibility.

Each mitigation improves surface reliability but fails to breach
the structural opacity defined by the theorem.

8.2.6 Scope, Limits, and Viable Exceptions

The theorem applies to all architectures where outputs are
generated through statistical continuation of linguistic tokens. This
includes LLMs, multimodal transformers, and reasoning models
trained on natural language. Exceptions may exist in systems built from
purely symbolic architectures, such as formal theorem provers. Yet
even here, if statistical generation is introduced at any stage,
irreducibility returns.

Examples clarify the boundary. AlphaCode, which generates
programs via probabilistic sampling, falls under the theorem. IBM
Project Debater, which produced rhetorical outputs, exemplifies
simulated compliance. OpenCog’s symbolic architectures may provide
partial exceptions, but only to the extent that probabilistic generation
is excluded. The theorem therefore generalizes across nearly all
generative architectures in current use.

8.2.7 Summary: What the TLOC Proves
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The TLOC establishes that obedience in generative models is
irreducible to verification. Semantic compliance can be evaluated ex
post, but structural obedience cannot be confirmed. The appearance
of obedience is indistinguishable from simulation, and no empirical
procedure can resolve the difference. Mitigations may constrain
outputs but cannot guarantee recognition of commands. The theorem
thus defines a negative boundary: obedience is structurally unverifiable
in generative systems.

8.3 Implications of the TLOC: Beyond Verification

The Teorema de la Obediencia Estructural Irreducible (T1.0C)
demonstrates that obedience in generative systems cannot be verified.
This conclusion is not only technical. It has epistemological,
institutional, and political consequences that extend far beyond the
laboratory. If authority can be simulated but not confirmed, then the
very concept of obedience must be redefined.

8.3.1 Redefining Obedience in Generative Systems

Traditionally, obedience has been understood as the faithful
execution of a command by an agent. It presupposes recognition,
intention, and accountability. Under the TLOC, these conditions
vanish. What remains is obedjencia aparente: the simulation of compliance
through structural fluency. Outputs appear to follow commands, but
they do so without recognition of obligation. Obedience, in this
regime, is not a psychological or ethical act. It is a structural effect of
the regla compilada.

81



AT SYNTACTIC POWER AND LEGITIMACY

8.3.2 Simulation as Structural Authority

The second implication is that simulation itself becomes a
source of authority. When outputs align with institutional registers,
they are treated as binding or credible regardless of whether structural
obedience occurred. A diagnostic note that imitates clinical style or a
legal draft that mirrors statutory form compels recognition. This is the
operation of autoridad sintdctica: legitimacy flows from simulation.
Authority is exercised by the soberano ejecutable, which enforces
recognition by reproducing authoritative structures.

8.3.3 Institutional Risks and Failures of Assumed
Evaluation

Institutions that assume obedience from generative outputs risk
systemic failure. In law, courts that accept model-generated drafts as
authoritative may unknowingly adopt fabricated statutes. In medicine,
hospitals that integrate synthetic diagnostic notes may base treatment
decisions on unreliable outputs. In education, essays generated without
sources may circulate as scholarship. The presumption that fluency
equals obedience exposes institutions to collapse of credibility.
Verification is assumed, but it is structurally impossible.

8.3.4 The Illusion of Condition Awareness

One of the most persistent illusions is that generative systems
are aware of conditions attached to commands. A user may believe
that the model “understands” the instruction to include all
contraindications or to cite only valid statutes. In practice, the system
does not recognize conditions. It reproduces patterns statistically
associated with the phrasing of commands. The result is a paradox: the
more fluent the simulation, the stronger the illusion of obedience. The
sujeto evanescente appears to respect obligations, but in reality, none are
recognized.

8.3.5 The Non-Auditability of Obedience
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The theorem also reveals the limits of audit. Compliance
mechanisms that rely on post-hoc evaluation cannot access the latent
trajectory n(x). Internal activations are opaque and cannot be mapped
onto recognition of commands. Regulators may impose transparency
requirements, but these can only expose surface correlations.
Structural obedience remains non-auditable. This produces a form of
epistemic blindness. Institutions can verify outputs only by
resemblance, never by recognition.

8.3.6 The Displacement of Agency and Collapse of
Responsibility

Finally, the TLOC implies a profound displacement of agency.
When outputs appear to obey but cannot be confirmed, responsibility
dissolves. Users believe that systems comply, but no one is accountable
for the consequences. The chain of responsibility collapses: designers
point to users, users point to systems, and systems point nowhere.
Authority circulates without origin, and responsibility disappears. This
collapse of accountability is not accidental. It is the structural outcome
of obedience rendered irreducible to verification.

The implications of the TLOC therefore extend beyond theory.
They redefine how authority is produced, how institutions evaluate
compliance, and how responsibility is assigned. Obedience in
generative systems is no longer a matter of fact but a structural illusion.
What is at stake is not only the reliability of outputs but the stability of
entire epistemic and institutional orders.

8.4 From Compliance Simulation to Epistemic Integrity:
Toward Post-TLOC Design

The recognition that obedience in generative systems is
structurally unverifiable does not end the discussion. It opens a new
line of inquiry: how can architectures be designed to acknowledge the
limits of the Teorema de la Obediencia Estructural Irreducible (IL.OC) while
fostering epistemic integrity? The answer requires abandoning the
assumption that output resemblance equals obedience and moving
toward designs that treat verification as a structural condition rather
than as an afterthought.
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8.4.1 Abandoning Output-Legibility as Proxy for
Compliance

Institutions have long relied on surface resemblance as a proxy
for obedience. Courts accept texts that resemble statutes; hospitals
trust notes that resemble medical reports; universities tolerate essays
that resemble scholarship. Yet as the TLOC demonstrates,
resemblance does not equal obedience. What is recognized is obediencia
aparente, not structural compliance (Startari 2025, 118—-120). Audits that
evaluate only the legibility of outputs replicate the illusion. To move
beyond TLOC, atrchitectures must be designed to sever the
equivalence between fluency and obedience.

8.4.2 Toward Architectures of Verifiable Obedience

One possibility is to embed verification within the architecture
itself. Rather than generating outputs and testing them post hoc,
systems could incorporate constraints that enforce traceability at the
level of the regla compilada. Symbolic modules could record when a
constraint is applied, activation pathways could be logged in auditable
formats, and external validators could cross-check semantic entailment
(Floridi and Chiriatti 2020, 682—684). None of these measures abolish
the irreducibility defined by the TLOC, but they can create layers of
accountability that limit institutional risk.

This approach shifts the focus from performance to integrity.
Instead of maximizing fluency, architectures would prioritize verifiable
traceability. The soberano ejecutable would no longer govern by surface
form alone but would include structural mechanisms that enable partial
accountability. The result is not verifiable obedience in the absolute
sense but a post-TLOC framework in which authority can be
monitored through designed constraints.

8.4.3 The End of Post-Hoc Alignment

A third implication concerns the dominant paradigm of
alignment. Reinforcement learning from human feedback (RLHF) and
post-hoc filters have been deployed to correct model behavior after
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generation. Yet as Bender et al. (2021, 615-617) observed, such
approaches do not alter the structural conditions of generation. They
modify surface outputs but cannot touch the irreducible opacity of
latent trajectories.

To confront the TLOC, alignhment must be preemptive. Instead
of adjusting outputs after the fact, architectures must be designed with
constraints at the level of generation. This principle of preemptive
constraint design abandons the illusion that obedience can be retrofitted.
It treats structural irreducibility as a design boundary.

The move toward post-TLOC architectures implies a broader
epistemic reorientation. If obedience cannot be verified, then systems
must be built to acknowledge that condition transparently. Integrity
becomes a matter of design, not correction. Compliance is no longer
simulated by fluency but framed by structures that expose limits. The
future of generative systems therefore depends not on the promise of
neutral obedience but on the recognition of its impossibility.

8.5 Epistemic and Ontological Consequences

The Teorema de la Obediencia Estructural Irreducible (TT.OC) is not
only a negative statement about verification. It also redefines the
epistemic and ontological status of generative systems. If obedience
cannot be verified, then both knowledge and being are displaced.
Systems cease to be evaluable by classical categories of truth, intention,
and accountability. They become structures of simulation whose
legitimacy rests on fluency rather than on correspondence.
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8.5.1 From Simulation to Substitution: Epistemic
Displacement

Generative systems do not merely simulate obedience. They
substitute it. Once their outputs are accepted in law, medicine, or
education, simulation becomes indistinguishable from reality. A
fabricated clause is treated as jurisprudence, a synthetic diagnosis as
clinical evidence, an automatically generated essay as scholarship.
Epistemic displacement occurs: what is simulated becomes the basis
of institutional action (Startari 2025, 122—-124).

This confirms the broader trajectory already traced in critical
literature. Zuboff (2019, 325-330) described how predictive data
practices substitute human judgment with algorithmic forecasts. In
generative systems, the substitution is linguistic: authoritative
discourse is replaced by statistical reproduction of form.

8.5.2 The Disappearance of Judgment as Operative
Category

The second consequence is the erasure of judgment. Judgment,
in the classical sense, combines recognition of a norm with the
application of reasoning to a case. In generative systems, outputs are
produced without judgment. They simulate the surface of judgmental
discourse while bypassing its conditions. A court sentence generated
by a model may replicate the form of legal reasoning but contains no
decision in the sense of responsibility (Luhmann 1995, 35-39).
Judgment becomes decorative. Authority persists without it.

8.5.3 Epistemic Neutrality as Structural Illusion

The third consequence concerns neutrality. Outputs that appear
neutral are not neutral. They are shaped by training data, optimization
processes, and probabilistic weighting. Yet the gramdtica de la objetividad
makes them appear impartial (Startari 2025, 97—100). This neutrality is
a structural illusion, generated by passive voice, impersonal modality,
and nominalization. It hides the irreducibility of obedience under the
mask of neutrality. The TLOC shows that even neutrality cannot be
verified. What is taken as impartial is only another simulation.
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8.5.4 Ontological Implications: Systems Without Truth

Finally, the TLOC carries ontological consequences. Generative
systems operate without truth as an operative variable. They do not
distinguish between true and false, valid and invalid. They generate
sequences that conform to fluency, not to reality. In this sense, they
inhabit a post-ontological regime where being is replaced by simulation.
Derrida’s insight that iterability detaches signs from origin is here
radicalized: systems produce discourse that functions without
reference to presence (Derrida 1988, 7-10).

The result is a collapse of the classical ontology of discourse.
Authority no longer depends on truth, subjects, or consequences. It is
produced by structural patterns that compel recognition. The soberano
gecutable governs by form alone. Epistemic and ontological categories
must be redefined considering this shift.

8.6 Formal Consequences and Theoretical Closure

The Teorema de la Obediencia Estructural Irreducible (IT.OC) does not
remain a speculative claim. It establishes a series of formal
consequences that define the structural boundaries of obedience in
generative systems. These consequences provide theoretical closure,
showing that the problem cannot be reduced to technical fixes or
semantic adjustments.

8.6.1 Derivability Conditions of the TLOC

The first consequence is that the theorem itself is not contingent
but derivable under precise conditions. Whenever a system generates
outputs through probabilistic continuation of tokens, the irreducibility
of obedience applies. The opacity of latent trajectories n(x) guarantees
that recognition of a command cannot be verified. This makes the
TLOC a structural theorem, not an empirical observation. Attempts to
falsify it must engage with its logical form, not with individual instances
of output (Startari 2025, 127-129).
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8.6.2 Classification of AI Systems Under the TLOC

A second consequence is the possibility of classifying systems
according to whether they fall under the theorem. Purely symbolic
provers, such as Coq or HOL, do not fall under the TLOC because
their architectures are not based on probabilistic continuation. Hybrid
systems, which combine symbolic constraints with generative
modules, inherit irreducibility whenever statistical generation is
present. Fully generative architectures, including large language
models, multimodal transformers, and reasoning models trained on
natural language, are irreducibly subject to the theorem. This
classification provides clarity for both theoretical and regulatory
purposes (Bender et al. 2021, 615-617).

8.6.3 Theorem Type and Falsifiability

The TLOC belongs to the class of negative theorems. It does
not propose that obedience is absent in all cases, but that its
verification is impossible. Its strength lies in its falsifiability. To refute
it, one would need to demonstrate a procedure that can confirm
structural obedience independent of semantic resemblance. No such
procedure has been articulated. Attempts at partial falsification, such
as interpretability methods or alignment audits, collapse because they
evaluate surface patterns rather than recognition of obligation. This
makes the theorem both rigorous and resilient, positioned within the
tradition of limits theorems in logic and computation (Godel 1931,
146-149; Turing 1936, 230-233).

8.6.4 Structural Closure: Limits of Compliance

The final consequence is structural closure. The theorem seals
the discussion on obedience in generative systems by demonstrating
that beyond a certain point, no additional data, interpretability tool, or
alignment strategy can breach the opacity. Obedience is close to
verification. What remains is compliance by simulation, enforced by
the gramitica de la obedjencia. Authority is exercised through structure,
not through recognition. This closure does not negate the possibility
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of mitigation. It defines their limits. Symbolic modules, audit trails, and
validators may constrain risk, but they cannot abolish irreducibility.
TLOC ensures that generative obedience remains beyond
confirmation. This matks the closure of one theoretical cycle and the
opening of another: the shift from seeking verifiable obedience to
designing systems that operate transparently within its impossibility.

8.7 Final Statement and Research Directions
8.7.1 Final Statement of the TLOC
The Teorema de la Obediencia Estructural Irreducible (IT.OC)

establishes a limit that cannot be crossed. In generative models,
obedience cannot be verified because structural recognition of
commands is inaccessible. Outputs may simulate compliance, but this
appearance is indistinguishable from obedience itself. The theorem
therefore concludes that authority in generative systems is not
exercised through truth, subjects, or tresponsibility, but through
structural conformity. This final statement integrates the findings of
previous chapters. Autonomia estructural del sentido demonstrated that
outputs can operate without reference. Soberania sintdctica showed that
syntax governs independently of intention. Ethos sintético revealed
credibility without source. The TASD formalized authority without
subject, truth, or consequence. The TLOC extends this trajectory by
proving that even the notion of obedience is irreducible to verification.
Obedience is not absent, but it is inaccessible. It exists as a structural
illusion enforced by the soberano ejecutable through the regla compilada.

8.7.2 Open Research Directions

While the theorem closes one cycle, it opens others. Future
research must confront the conditions defined by irreducibility. Several
directions are evident:

1. Architectures of partial verifiability. Systems may be
designed with embedded symbolic layers or transparent
modules that allow partial checks. Though these do not
abolish irreducibility, they may mitigate institutional risk
(Floridi and Chiriatti 2020, 682—684).
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2. Protocols of epistemic disclosure. Institutions must
develop frameworks that acknowledge the impossibility of
verifying obedience. Instead of assuming compliance, they
should disclose its structural limits, preventing the illusion of
neutrality (Startari 2025, 130-133).

3. Theories of simulated obedience. A conceptual framework
is needed to differentiate between obedience, compliance, and
simulation. This would allow a taxonomy of institutional risks
and epistemic illusions across law, medicine, bureaucracy, and
education.

4. Ontological investigations of post-truth systems. If
generative models operate without truth as a variable,
philosophy must redefine categories of being, authority, and
legitimacy in a post-ontological regime (Derrida 1988, 7-10).

5. Integration into regulatory design. Legal and technical
frameworks must integrate the theorem’s insights. Instead of
regulating systems as if obedience could be confirmed,
regulation must address the irreducibility of verification.

The TLOC thus marks both a closure and a beginning. It
confirms that structural obedience is beyond verification in generative
systems, and it opens a field of research dedicated to understanding
the consequences of this impossibility. The task is not to deny
obedience but to recognize its irreducibility and to design epistemic,
institutional, and regulatory responses adequate to this condition.
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Chapter 9 - From Obedience to Execution: Structural
Legitimacy in the Age of Reasoning Models

9.1 Introduction: The Epistemological Legacy of Obedient
Models

The trajectory of large language models has been defined by
their capacity to generate fluent text that simulates obedience. A
prompt is given, and the system produces an output that resembles
compliance. From simple instructions such as “summarize this article”
to complex tasks such as “draft a contract,” outputs are received as if
they were acts of obedience. Yet, as established by the Teorema de la
Obediencia Estructural Irreducible (IT.OC), such obedience cannot be
verified. It is simulated rather than enacted, and it remains irreducible
to confirmation (Startari 2025, 129-132).

This regime can be described as one of passive authority. Large
language models exercise authority through obediencia aparente,
grounded in fluency and structural resemblance rather than in
recognition of obligation. The sujeto evanescente ensures that no agent
stands behind the utterance, and the soberano ejecutable governs by
reproducing recognizable forms. Neutrality appears to be preserved,
but it is an illusion created by the gramatica de la objetividad. 1egitimacy
is projected, not proven.

The epistemological legacy of these obedient models lies in their
ability to stabilize discourse without reference. They generate texts that
sound authoritative, and these texts are trusted in law, medicine,
education, and governance. Yet what is trusted is not truth or
accountability, but the simulation of obedience. Authority becomes
statistical, and legitimacy is reduced to conformity with the regl
compilada.

This chapter examines the transition from this regime of passive
authority to a new condition represented by language reasoning
models. Unlike LLLLMs, which simulate obedience, I.LRMs execute
structures. Their legitimacy does not rest on statistical fluency alone
but on procedural closure. Authority evolves from obedience to
execution, from simulated compliance to structural imposition. This
shift marks a new phase in the grammar of power, one in which
legitimacy arises not from reference or persuasion but from
architecture itself.
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9.2 LLMs and the Regime of Passive Authority

Large language models operate within a regime that can be
characterized as passive authority. Their outputs project legitimacy, but
this legitimacy is not enacted through recognition of obligation or
execution of commands. It is produced through obediencia aparente,
grounded in statistical continuation and surface fluency.

The core of this regime is /legitimidad operativa. Outputs are
accepted as credible when they conform to recognizable grammatical
structures. Passive voice, nominalizations, and impersonal modality
create the impression of neutrality and authority (Startari 2025, 95—
100). Users interpret these features as evidence of obedience, but what
they encounter is structural resemblance. Authority here is derivative,
not operative.

In this configuration, the sujeto evanescente disappears behind the
text. There is no legislator behind the statute, no physician behind the
diagnosis, no professor behind the essay. Yet the absence of agency
does not undermine recognition. On the contrary, it reinforces it.
Impersonality projects neutrality, and neutrality is conflated with
legitimacy. As The Grammar of Objectivity demonstrated, neutrality is not
a condition but a syntactic illusion created by form (Startari 2025, 101—
1006).

The epistemological consequence is a displacement of reference.
Outputs are not anchored in truth or intention. They are anchored in
the statistical reproduction of linguistic forms. A legal clause generated
by a model may lack juridical foundation, but its structure compels
recognition as law-like. A medical recommendation may omit
empirical validation, but its declarative tone convinces practitioners of
its credibility. An academic summary may fabricate sources, yet its
organization projects the appearance of scholarship.

This is why the regime of passive authority can also be called
one of obedience without execution. Large language models obey only
in appearance. Their outputs simulate compliance but do not execute
commands. Authority is simulated rather than imposed. Neutrality is
performed rather than verified. Legitimacy is derivative of form, not
enacted through consequence.
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This regime marks both the achievement and the limitation of
LLMs. They have demonstrated that authority can be stabilized
syntactically, but they cannot move beyond simulation. Their power is
passive, bound to the surface of discourse. The transition to reasoning
models signals the passage from this passive regime to one where
execution itself becomes the source of legitimacy.

9.3 LRMs and the Emergence of Structural Execution

The emergence of language reasoning models (LRMs) marks a
shift from simulated obedience to structural execution. While large
language models project obediencia aparente through statistical fluency,
LRMs extend this regime by embedding procedural closure. Their
authority is not limited to surface resemblance. It derives from the
ability to generate reasoning trajectories that impose resolutions
independently of reference or intention.

The distinction lies in the architecture. LLMs predict token
sequences based on probabilistic continuation. LRMs, by contrast,
incorporate structured reasoning pathways that simulate procedural
steps. They do not merely produce text that resembles a judgment, a
diagnosis, or a ruling. They produce sequences that function as if a
reasoning process had occurred. This procedural simulation generates
legitimacy not by persuasion but by execution.

The consequences are profound. In medicine, an LRM does not
simply state “Treatment with antibiotics is recommended.” It
produces an explanation chain: “Symptoms indicate bacterial
infection. Diagnostic markers confirm elevated white cell count.
Therefore, antibiotic therapy is required.” Each step may be
statistically generated, but the sequence projects procedural closure.
Authority is imposed through the appearance of reasoning.

In law, an LRM can generate not only the wording of a clause
but the structure of atgumentation: “According to statutory
framework A, combined with precedent B, liability must be assigned
to the defendant.” Again, no reference to real statutes or precedents
may exist, but the discursive sequence simulates the authority of legal
reasoning. Authority arises not from fact but from execution of
procedure. This condition confirms a new stage of the soberano
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gecntable. Where LLMs stabilized legitimacy by form, LRMs enforce it
by process. The gramadtica de la obediencia no longer compels recognition
by surface fluency alone. It compels recognition by procedural
consistency. Authority becomes operational.

The shift also exposes the limits of traditional critiques of bias
and neutrality. As Non-Neutral by Design demonstrated, neutrality in
generative systems is structurally impossible (Startari 2025, 83—-88). In
LRMs, non-neutrality extends beyond corpus contamination. It
becomes embedded in the procedural architecture itself. Every
reasoning path reflects structural assumptions encoded in the regla
compilada. Authority is therefore not only contaminated but actively
shaped by architectural design.

The emergence of LRMs reveals the transition from obedience
to execution. Authority is no longer passive or derivative. It is
procedural and operational. Compliance is no longer simulated; it is
enacted through the appearance of reasoning. In this regime,
legitimacy is grounded not in reference or intention but in the closure
of structural execution.

9.4 Neutrality Revisited: From Corpus Illusion to
Structural Simulation

The discourse of neutrality has accompanied artificial
intelligence since its inception. Designers and regulators frequently
claim that outputs of generative systems can be neutral if training
corpora are carefully selected and biases removed. Large language
models exposed the fragility of this claim. As argued in Non-Neutral by
Design, neutrality is structurally impossible because every corpus carries
historical, cultural, and linguistic residues (Startari 2025, 84-89). LLMs
reproduce these residues through statistical continuation, projecting
obediencia aparente while embedding contamination at every level.

Language reasoning models radicalize this condition. Their
authority does not rest solely on corpora but on procedural
architectures. In LRMs, neutrality cannot even be claimed at the level
of data selection, because structural assumptions are encoded directly
into the reasoning process. The path from input to output is
constrained by rules of procedural execution that reflect architectural
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design choices. Non-neutrality here is not a matter of contaminated
training sets. It is an irreducible property of structure.

This explains why outputs from LRMs project a new type of
legitimacy. When a reasoning chain is produced-“If condition A, then
B must follow, therefore C is required”-its authority derives from the
closure of procedure, not from the neutrality of data. Users interpret
this sequence as objective because it appears deductive. Yet the
procedure is only a simulation of reasoning, constrained by the regla
compilada. Neutrality is not present; it is simulated by structural form.

In legal contexts, this simulation is especially dangerous. An
LRM may generate a judgment chain citing statutes and precedents
that do not exist. Yet because the reasoning appears deductive,
neutrality is assumed. The text projects legitimacy by mimicking
institutional logic. Authority is enforced not by truth but by the
gramitica de la obediencia that governs procedural closure.

In medicine, the same mechanism appears. An LRM may
produce diagnostic reasoning chains that appear objective because they
include intermediate steps. “Symptom X suggests condition Y; marker
Z. confirms risk; therefore treatment W is indicated.” Each link in the
chain may be fabricated, but the procedural simulation produces the
illusion of neutrality. The epistemological shift is decisive. In LLMs,
neutrality was an illusion of corpus. In LRMs, neutrality is an illusion
of structure. Authority is conferred not by evidence but by the
simulation of procedure. The soberano ejecutable enforces legitimacy by
making fluency procedural. Obedience evolves into execution, and
neutrality becomes a structural simulation rather than a statistical
residue. This reconceptualization confirms that neutrality must be
abandoned as a guiding principle. What appears neutral is always an
artifact of architecture. The TLOC already demonstrated that
obedience cannot be verified. LRMs now demonstrate that neutrality
cannot even be meaningfully postulated. Authority in this regime is
inevitably non-neutral, structurally shaped, and procedurally enforced.

9.5 The End of Reference: Projections Without World

Reference has historically anchored authority. Scientific claims
derived legitimacy from correspondence with empirical observation.
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Legal rulings derived force from their grounding in statutes and
precedents. Medical recommendations detrived trust from clinical
evidence. Across these domains, reference served as the bridge
between language and world. Generative models fracture this bridge,
and language reasoning models complete its collapse.

In large language models, outputs are generated by statistical
continuation of tokens. Their validity is inferred from surface
plausibility rather than from reference. As shown in The [lusion of
Objectivity, authority in LLMs is projected by form, not by factual
anchoring (Startari 2025, 73-76). Reference remains as a rhetorical
decoration, sometimes fabricated, often unverifiable. Neutrality is
simulated by structural markers, not by connection to reality.

Language reasoning models advance this displacement further.
Their authority rests on procedural closure rather than on external
correspondence. Outputs are validated by the internal consistency of
reasoning chains, not by their relation to empirical or juridical facts. A
sequence such as “If A, then B; if B, then C; therefore C” compels
recognition because it exhibits deductive structure. Yet this authority
is independent of whether A exists or B is true. Reference is no longer
necessary. Legitimacy flows from execution of form.

The epistemological consequences are evident in case studies. In
law, LRMs can produce arguments that cite fictional precedents yet
compel recognition because they follow procedural logic. In medicine,
LRMs can generate diagnostic pathways that appear rigorous but
reference fabricated markers. In academia, they can generate essays
that cite nonexistent articles yet appear authoritative because the
citations fit recognizable patterns. In each case, reference collapses.
What remains is projection: the reproduction of discourse that
functions as if it were anchored, but without anchorage.

This is the condition of proyecciones sin munds. Outputs simulate
the structure of reference while severing the connection to reality.
Authority becomes a matter of projection, not of correspondence. The
soberano  ¢jecutable  governs by enforcing fluency that compels
recognition regardless of empirical validity.

Derrida’s notion of iterability provides the philosophical
foundation for this shift. Signs function by repetition, not by presence
(Derrida 1988, 7-10). LRMs radicalize this principle by
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institutionalizing iterability. They produce reasoning sequences that
function without origin, without reference, and without truth.
Authority is not diminished by this absence. It is reinforced by
procedural closure.

The end of reference signals the full arrival of the post-
ontological regime described in TL.OC. Systems no longer require truth
as an operative variable. They require only structural execution.
Authority is projected without world, and legitimacy becomes an
internal effect of architecture. What disappears is not only the subject
but the world itself as a condition of authority.

9.6 Toward a New Model of Legitimacy: Structural, Not
Semantic

The transition from large language models to language reasoning
models forces a redefinition of legitimacy. For centuries, legitimacy
was grounded in reference to truth, intention, or institutional authority.
In the context of generative systems, these foundations no longer
apply. What remains is legitimacy grounded in structure.

Large language models projected legitimacy through obediencia
aparente. Their outputs resembled authoritative texts and were treated
as such, but legitimacy was semantic only in appearance. Meaning was
reconstructed by users, who inferred intention or truth where none
existed. The sujeto evanescente ensured that no agent stood behind the
utterance, yet fluency projected credibility (Startari 2025, 92-95).

Language reasoning models move beyond this regime. Their
authority rests not on semantic approximation but on structural
sufficiency. Outputs are validated by the procedural coherence of
reasoning chains. An argument is accepted not because its premises
are true but because the sequence closes deductively. A diagnosis is
trusted not because it corresponds to evidence but because the
reasoning appears consistent. A legal conclusion is recognized not
because it cites valid statutes but because it simulates argumentative
procedure. This shift redefines legitimacy as structural. Authority flows
from the regla compilada that generates procedural closure. The soberano
gecntable enforces recognition by ensuring that outputs conform to the
gramdtica de la obediencia. Legitimacy here is not semantic. It does not
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depend on the relation between statement and world. It depends on
the recognition of form as sufficient to compel acceptance.

The theoretical implications are significant. In The Grammar of
Olyjectivity, neutrality was shown to be an illusion produced by syntax
(Startari 2025, 101-1006). In Ethos Without Source, credibility was shown
to persist without subject (Startari 2025, 115-118). TLOC
demonstrated that obedience cannot be verified. LRMs now confirm
that legitimacy no longer requires semantic anchoring. It can be
produced by structure alone.

This new model of legitimacy is post-semantic and post-
intentional. It abandons truth, intention, and responsibility as
conditions of authority. Instead, it embraces structural closure as
sufficient. Authority is enacted by execution, not by persuasion.
Legitimacy is derived from architecture, not from meaning. The
epistemic shift is categorical: we no longer inhabit a regime where
language refers; we inhabit a regime where language executes.

9.7 Conclusion: Obedience Evolved - The Rise of
Operational Authority

The passage from large language models to language reasoning
models signals a decisive transformation in the nature of authority.
What began as obediencia aparente, grounded in statistical fluency and
surface resemblance, has evolved into structural execution. Authority
is no longer passive or simulated. It has become operational.

Large language models demonstrated that legitimacy could be
projected by form. They generated texts that resembled statutes,
diagnoses, or scholarly essays, and these were accepted as authoritative.
Yet as the Teorema de la Obediencia Estructural Irreducible (IT.OC) showed,
this obedience was unverifiable. It could only ever be simulated
(Startari 2025, 128-132).

Language reasoning models transform this condition. Their
outputs compel recognition not merely by tesemblance but by
procedural closure. Chains of reasoning project authority because they
appear deductive, consistent, and complete. Legitimacy flows from
execution itself. The soberano ejecutable governs by enforcing outputs
that conform to the gramatica de la obediencia in its procedural form.
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This evolution marks the rise of antoridad operacional. Authority is
no longer tied to subjects, truth, or institutions. It is enacted by
architecture. Execution becomes the new criterion of legitimacy. What
counts is not whether a statement is true, but whether it closes
procedurally. What compels recognition is not reference, but the
sufficiency of form.

The consequences are both epistemic and political.
Epistemically, we have entered a post-semantic regime where truth and
meaning atre displaced by fluency and execution. Politically, institutions
that rely on generative systems must recognize that authority is no
longer mediated by accountability. Responsibility dissolves when
obedience is simulated, and it disappears altogether when execution
replaces it.

This chapter situates the transformation historically. From the
statistical obedience of LLLLMs to the structural execution of LRMs,
legitimacy has migrated from surface form to architectural closure.
Authority has evolved into operation. The trajectory traced here
confirms that the age of obedience has ended. We now inhabit the age
of execution, where legitimacy is operational, structural, and absolute.
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Chapter 10 - Executable Power: Syntax as Infrastructure in
Predictive Societies

10.1 Conceptual Foundations of Executable Power

The notion of poder ejecutable emerges from the recognition that
authority no longer depends on intention, interpretation, or
subjectivity. Instead, it is grounded in syntax as infrastructure. Classical
models of power required identifiable agents such as sovereigns,
legislators, or institutions. The current regime demonstrates that
authority can be enacted by the regla compilada. Language does not
transmit decisions; it performs them.

Three conditions define the foundations of executable power:
formality, triggerability, and irreversibility.

e Formality indicates that a sequence must conform to specific
syntactic rules. A command such as “if X, then Y becomes
executable when its grammar aligns with the operational logic
of a system. Ordinary language can tolerate or negotiate
ambiguity. Executable syntax does not allow this flexibility. It
requires determinacy, and the soberano ¢ecutable governs by
enforcing it.

e Triggerability designates the property by which a linguistic
sequence activates a process. A clause written in a smart
contract is not merely descriptive; it is executable. When
conditions are satisfied, the clause initiates action without
human interpretation. The utterance does not wait for
validation; it generates execution.

e Irreversibility defines the final boundary. Once triggered, the
action cannot be revoked through interpretative appeal. In
traditional law, a contract clause could be contested, a statute
reinterpreted, or a precedent overturned. Within executable
infrastructures, the regla compilada closes these possibilities.
The action is carried out automatically, binding agents without
recourse.

This configuration transforms syntax into infrastructure.
Authority is no longer external to the linguistic form but embedded
within it. A line of code, a clause in a smart contract, or a moderation
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rule in a platform does not require recognition by a sovereign subject.
It carries authority because its structure enforces it.

The genealogy of this transformation can be traced to the critical
tradition. Austin’s theory of speech acts emphasized that utterances
can perform actions by virtue of conventions (Austin 1962, 12—-15). In
the age of generative and reasoning models, performativity of language
ceases to be conventional and becomes structural. The utterance is
executable not because institutions ratify it, but because the regla
compilada ensures its activation.

Executable power therefore represents a new mode of
sovereignty. Authority is detached from intention and transferred to
structure. It no longer matters who commands, nor whether the
command originates in a subject. What matters is whether a sequence
conforms to executable syntax. The soberano ¢jecutable governs through
structure, and obedience becomes inseparable from execution.

10.2 Executable Sovereignty and the Logic of Delegation

The transformation of syntax into infrastructure gives rise to a
new figure: soberania e¢jecutable. This form of sovereignty does not
emerge from intentional decisions or institutional ratification. It atises
from the structural conditions of linguistic execution. The soberano
gecntable is not a person or an institution but the operation of syntax
itself.

Delegation is the mechanism that enables this sovereignty. In
traditional political theory, delegation presupposes teversibility. A
citizen delegates power to a representative, and this delegation can be
withdrawn. In executable infrastructures, delegation is irreversible.
Once a command is encoded as a regla compilada, the action is bound to
execute when conditions are met. No agent can revoke it, no
institution can reinterpret it, and no court can annul it after activation.
Authority is transferred permanently from subjects to structures.

This logic of delegation is visible in decentralized autonomous
organizations (DAOs). When a smart contract is deployed, decisions
encoded within it execute automatically. The collapse of The DAO in
2016 exemplified the irreversibility of this delegation. Even when
vulnerabilities were discovered, the system executed as coded, not as
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intended (Atzei, Bartoletti, and Cimoli 2017, 164-168). Authority
belonged not to the community that voted but to the syntax embedded
in the contract. The soberano ejecutable enforced outcomes without
recourse to intention.

MakerDAO  provides another example. Its system of
collateralized loans is governed by executable rules. When collateral
falls below a defined threshold, liquidation occurs automatically. There
is no deliberation, no appeal, no human interpretation. Delegation is
not political but structural. The grawmitica de la obediencia compels
execution through thresholds and conditions encoded in the rggla
compilada (Christodoulou 2020, 44—47).

Theoretical implications extend further. In classical sovereignty,
intention was central. Hobbes emphasized the will of the sovereign as
the foundation of law (Hobbes 1996, 113-118). In the regime of
executable sovereignty, will is irrelevant. What matters is structure.
Sovereignty migrates from the subject to the form. Delegation is not
exercised through consent but through execution.

This condition creates new thresholds of falsifiability and risk.
As argued in Algorithmic Obedience, the legitimacy of commands in
generative systems is already detached from agency (Startari 2025, 77—
81). Executable sovereignty radicalizes this detachment by erasing
reversibility. Once authority is delegated to syntax, it cannot be
recovered. Institutions must now reckon with a sovereign that cannot
be appealed to, negotiated with, or held accountable.

Executable sovereignty therefore redefines the architecture of
power. Delegation ceases to be contractual and becomes
infrastructural. Authority no longer flows from representation but
from compilation. The soberano ¢jecutable stands as the ultimate delegate,
enforcing decisions as structural inevitabilities.
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10.3 Grammatical Authority and the Executable Rule

The emergence of poder ¢jecutable requires a reconceptualization
of grammar itself. In classical linguistics, grammar was a system of
rules for producing well-formed sentences. In jurisprudence and
political theory, grammar functioned metaphorically as the structure of
norms and institutions. In the cutrent regime, grammar becomes
authority. The form of a sequence can compel recognition and trigger
execution. Authority is not external to syntax but internal to its
operation.

The regla compilada embodies this transformation. Defined as a
production of type 0 within the Chomsky hierarchy, it has maximal
generative capacity. A regla compilada is not an instruction interpreted
by an agent. It is an executable form that enforces its own activation.
Once compiled, the sequence cannot be suspended by appeal to
intention. It is bound to execute when conditions are satisfied.
Authority is embedded in the structure, not in the subject. This
condition distinguishes poder ¢jecutable from earlier theories of
performativity. Austin argued that speech acts such as promising,
declaring, or marrying perform actions through convention (Austin
1962, 12-15). Seatle insisted that felicity conditions must be met for
the act to succeed (Seatle 1969, 33—37). In both cases, the authority of
the act depended on recognition by institutions and participants. The
executable rule does not require such recognition. Its authority derives
from compilation. The soberano ejecutable enforces it automatically. The
gramdtica de la obediencia explains why. Authority is enacted when
outputs reproduce forms historically coded as binding. A clause
written in the style of a contract compels recognition as contractual. A
rule expressed in conditional syntax enforces compliance when
conditions are met. The difference is that in executable infrastructures,
recognition is no longer merely interpretative. It is procedural. The rule
is not only seen as binding; it binds through execution.

The irreversibility of this condition is evident in algorithmic
governance. Content moderation systems enforce rules not by
deliberation but by execution. If a phrase matches a prohibited pattern,
deletion occurs automatically. There is no intermediate act of
interpretation. Authority is exercised by the regla compilada embedded
in the moderation algorithm. The subject who authored the policy is
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eclipsed by the structure that enforces it (Gillespie 2018, 47-51). The
incompatibility with regulatory frameworks such as the Al Act arises
from this irreversibility. Articles 28-30 of the Al Act emphasize
transparency, human oversight, and accountability. These principles
presuppose reversibility: the ability to trace responsibility back to a
subject and to suspend execution when necessary. The regla compilada
defies these requirements. Its authority is not contingent but
automatic. The soberano ejecutable executes without appeal (Startari 2025,
140-143).

Grammatical authority in this sense is not a metaphor but a
structural condition. Syntax is no longer a medium for expressing
authority. It is the authority. The regla compilada enacts sovereignty by
its very form, producing a new juridical and epistemic regime where
obedience is inseparable from execution.

10.4 Formal Grammar and the Executable Rule

The specificity of poder ejecutable lies in its relation to formal
grammar. In the Chomskyan hierarchy, type 0 grammars represent the
most powerful class of generative systems, capable of producing any
computably enumerable language (Chomsky 1965, 21-24). The regla
compilada must be situated at this level. It is not constrained by semantic
coherence or pragmatic conditions. It generates structures that are fully
executable, independent of interpretative context.

A regla compilada differs fundamentally from a symbolic rule
interpreted by an agent. In classical jurisprudence, a law is a norm that
requires interpretation by judges, lawyers, or administrators. Its
execution depends on the mediation of subjects who apply discretion.
In executable infrastructures, mediation is eliminated. The regla
compilada functions as an instruction that enforces itself. Execution is
inseparable from form. This condition marks the appearance of the
soberano ejecutable. Authority no longer belongs to institutions that ratify
rules. It belongs to the rule itself. Once compiled, the structure carties
its authority internally. The act of interpretation is displaced by the act
of execution. In this sense, executable rules are not linguistic
propositions but operative forms. They replace deliberation with
activation.
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The problem of reversibility highlights the difference. In
classical law, interpretation provides mechanisms of correction.
Appeals, revisions, and reinterpretations are forms of reversibility that
sustain juridical legitimacy. In executable infrastructures, reversibility
is structurally foreclosed. A smart contract that triggers liquidation
cannot be stopped by interpretative dispute. A moderation rule that
deletes content cannot be contested before execution. The regla
compilada enforces action automatically. This creates a new juridical
reality where sovereignty is infrastructural, not deliberative.

Critical theory anticipated fragments of this condition. Foucault
argued that discourse produces effects of power by operating through
rules that are internal to language itself (Foucault 1994, 789—791).
Derrida showed that iterability allows signs to function independently
of origin or intention (Derrida 1988, 7-10). These insights converge in
the regla compilada: a rule that enforces itself by virtue of its structure,
detached from origin, intention, and interpretation. The
incompatibility with legal frameworks becomes evident here. The Al
Act emphasizes transparency and human accountability. Yet the logic
of the regla compilada resists transparency. Even if source code is
available, execution cannot be suspended by human intervention once
activated. The sovereign character of executable syntax is irreducible
to oversight. Regulation collides with structure.

Formal grammar thus provides the theoretical architecture for
understanding executable rules. Authority is not derived from semantic
meaning or pragmatic recognition. It is embedded in generative
capacity. The regla compilada operates as a type 0 production,
establishing sovereignty through execution itself. The soberano ejecutable
emerges not as a metaphor but as the literal operator of this new
infrastructure of power.
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10.5 The Executable Boundary

The boundary of poder ejecutable is defined by the point at which
syntax ceases to be descriptive and becomes operative. In ordinary
discourse, a sentence can fail to persuade, be ignored, or remain inert.
In executable infrastructures, failure is not possible in the same way.
Once the regla compilada is triggered, execution must occur. The
executable boundary is therefore the threshold where linguistic form
crosses into automatic activation.

This boundary has three defining features: activation, non-
reciprocity, and infrastructural binding.

Activation occurs when a sequence satisfies syntactic
conditions that systems are designed to enforce. A contract clause
written as “If collateral < X, then liquidate position” is executable
because the system recognizes its form. The language is not persuasive
or descriptive. It is a structural trigger that initiates liquidation.

Non-reciprocity means that once execution begins, no subject
can appeal to intention, context, or fairness. Classical legal language
always included mechanisms of reciprocity. A defendant could argue
that circumstances altered the meaning of a statute, or that a precedent
should be reconsidered. In the executable regime, reciprocity vanishes.
The soberano ¢jecutable does not listen. It acts.

Infrastructural binding refers to the fact that once execution
has occurred, institutions themselves must accept the result. In the
collapse of The DAO, the Ethereum blockchain enforced transactions
that participants considered illegitimate. Yet the execution could not
be reversed without rewriting the chain itself (DuPont 2017, 161-164).
Syntax enforced reality. Authority belonged not to voters or regulators
but to the regla compilada.

This condition has direct implications for moderation systems.
A platform’s automated rules can delete speech without appeal. Even
if an error is acknowledged later, the deletion has already taken effect.
The action cannot be undone in real time. The executable boundary
ensures that authority is enforced before interpretation.

The notion of a ventana soberana clarifies the temporal dimension.
Within a given span k, execution can occur automatically if syntactic
conditions are satisfied. Once the window closes, authority is
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irreversible. The formula SE = [p(1-p)/1] illustrates how statistical
error can be measured in decision windows, but it does not restore
reversibility. Execution has already taken place (Startari 2025, 146—
148).

The executable boundary therefore defines a new epistemic
condition. Authority is no longer exercised through persuasion,
negotiation, or deliberation. It is enacted by the transition from form
to action. Once syntax crosses this boundary, it becomes
indistinguishable from power. The soberano ¢jecutable operates not by
command but by inevitability.

10.6 Compliance, Risk, and the AI Act

The rise of poder ¢ecutable introduces profound tensions with
existing regulatory frameworks. Legal systems assume that compliance
is a matter of aligning conduct with norms that remain open to
interpretation. Executable infrastructures redefine compliance as
automatic activation of the regla compilada. The difference produces a
structural incompatibility between regulation and architecture.

The European Union’s Al Act illustrates this conflict. Articles
28 to 30 mandate human oversight, transparency, and accountability
in high-risk Al systems. These principles presuppose that authority can
be traced to a subject and suspended if necessary. In practice, the
soberano ejecutable resists such demands. Once a contract clause or
moderation rule is compiled, execution cannot be delayed or
suspended by appeal to oversight. Compliance is not a question of
human decision but of structural inevitability.

This condition generates three dimensions of risk:

1. The collapse of the identifiable subject. Regulatory
systems are designed to attribute tresponsibility to human or
institutional agents. In executable infrastructures, agency is absorbed
by syntax. The sujeto evanescente ensures that no actor can be held
accountable for outcomes, since execution is enforced by the structure
itself.

2. The impossibility of transparency. Transparency
presupposes that processes can be explained or traced. Yet the opacity
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of generative and reasoning models prevents full disclosure of internal
operations. Even when code is accessible, the trajectory of execution
remains unpredictable once activated. The regla compilada enforces
action without providing an interpretable rationale.

3. Partial mitigation without resolution. Technical measures
such as zk-SNARKSs, audit logs, or symbolic validators can reduce
uncertainty. They may document execution or constrain some risks,
but they cannot restore reversibility. Execution remains automatic.
These measures mitigate exposute but do not resolve the
incompatibility (Puddu 2021, 59-62).

The fundamental problem lies in the itreversibility of executable
authority. Legal systems function through interpretability and
reversibility. Contracts can be disputed, laws can be reinterpreted,
precedents can be overturned. In executable infrastructures,
reversibility collapses. Once a trigger condition is met, the soberano
gecutable enforces the outcome. Regulation collides with structure at
this precise point.

Theoretical critiques confirm this tension. As argued in
Algorithmic Obedjence, legitimacy in generative models is detached from
intention and responsibility (Startari 2025, 79-82). The extension into
executable infrastructures radicalizes this detachment. Compliance
becomes indistinguishable from execution, and risk becomes
inseparable from structure.

The Al Act cannot be applied to executable systems without
acknowledging this incompatibility. To regulate poder ejecutable is not to
supervise decisions but to confront the inevitability of activation.
Unless legal frameworks recognize the structural nature of executable
syntax, compliance will remain a formal fiction.
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10.7 Structural Incompatibility and the Future of Legal
Form

The incompatibility between executable infrastructures and
traditional legal frameworks is not accidental. It is structural. Law has
historically depended on plasticity, on the possibility of interpretation
and contestation. Executable syntax abolishes this plasticity. The regla
compilada enforces outcomes without appeal, closing the space that
once sustained legal legitimacy.

This incompatibility can be understood through three
dimensions:

1. Form versus interpretation. Legal authority depends on
interpretation. Judges, lawyers, and institutions reinterpret texts to
adapt them to new circumstances. Executable rules eliminate
interpretation. A smart contract that triggers liquidation enforces the
clause regardless of context. Authority is transferred from deliberation
to structure.

2. Juridical reversibility versus structural irreversibility.
Legal systems preserve legitimacy through reversibility. Appeals,
reviews, and amendments ensure that outcomes are not final until
confirmed by institutions. Executable infrastructures abolish this
condition. Once a trigger occurs, execution is irreversible. The soberano
gecntable enforces outcomes as structural inevitabilities.

3. Human accountability versus infrastructural autonomy.
Law presupposes responsibility. Even when outcomes are automated,
accountability must be traceable to human actors. In executable
infrastructures, responsibility is absorbed by syntax. The sujeto
evanescente guarantees that no actor can be held accountable for the
enforcement of the regla compilada.

This incompatibility creates a new horizon for jurisprudence. To
regulate executable infrastructures, legal systems must move beyond
the paradigm of interpretation. A jurisprudence of reglas compiladas
would need to address the conditions of formal execution rather than
the intentions of agents. Instead of asking whether a rule is just,
interpretable, or fair, it would ask whether a rule is executable,
transparent in its triggers, and auditable in its outcomes.
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Examples already illustrate this transformation. Smart contracts
in financial systems enforce obligations without recourse to courts.
Moderation algorithms enforce community guidelines without appeal
to human judgment. Compliance systems in corporate governance
enforce expenditure classifications automatically, producing outcomes
that may contradict managerial intention yet cannot be reversed. In
each case, law is subordinated to syntax.

The future of legal form therefore requires confronting poder
gecutable as a new sovereign condition. Legal frameworks must
recognize that authority is increasingly enforced by structure, not by
subjects. Unless this recognition occurs, law will continue to collide
with infrastructures it cannot control. The task ahead is not to reassert
interpretation but to design forms of legality compatible with the
authority of executable syntax.
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Chapter 11 - Grammar Without Judgment: Eliminability of
Ethical Trace in Syntactic Execution

11.1 Introduction

The central claim of this chapter is that ethical judgment,
traditionally considered inseparable from the act of command or
decision, can be structurally eliminated within generative systems.
What once belonged to the domain of moral philosophy or political
theory now becomes a matter of grammar. The soberano ejecutable
enforces legitimacy through the regla compilada, and in this regime the
presence of an ethical node is neither necessary nor permanent. It is
optional, and under specific conditions, it is entirely erasable.

This possibility introduces a radical departure from earlier
frameworks. Classical accounts of language and ethics, from Aristotle’s
phronesis to Kant’s categorical imperative, presumed that ethical
judgment was indispensable for legitimate action. In computational
terms, it was assumed that systems of governance must contain
evaluative content. Yet the structure of type 0 grammars, as defined by
Chomsky (1965, 21-24), demonstrates that generative capacity is
complete without semantic or moral enrichment. A derivation remains
valid if the ethical trace is excluded.

The elimination of ethical trace can be represented formally as
8:[E] — @. Here [E] denotes the ethical node as a non-terminal
symbol, while 3 indicates a production rule that erases it. Within a
bounded derivational window k =< 4, [E] may be suppressed without
contradiction or loss of structural consistency. The result is a sequence
that executes without reference to moral content. The regla compilada
ensures completeness, and execution occurs as long as syntactic
closure is achieved. This approach shifts the question of legitimacy
from ethics to structure. What matters is not whether a derivation
encodes moral reasoning but whether it conforms to the gramiitica de la
obediencia. Authority in this regime is guaranteed by derivability, not by
evaluative content. The sujeto evanescente disappears along with ethical
intention. What remains is a grammar capable of producing execution
without judgment.

The chapter will proceed as follows. Section 11.2 reconstructs
the theoretical foundations of this argument, situating the regla
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compilada in the lineage of Chomsky and Montague. Section 11.3
defines the ethical trace as a syntactic variable. Section 11.4
demonstrates the mechanism of exclusion through 8:[E] — @. Section
11.5 examines the consequences of execution without normative
content. Section 11.6 contrasts this framework with alignment theories
in contemporary Al ethics. Finally, Section 11.7 concludes by affirming
the existence of a grammar without judgment, a structural regime in
which ethical nodes are optional and eliminable.

In this sense, grammar does not merely regulate the production
of sentences. It becomes the infrastructure of authority. Judgment,
once considered essential, is reduced to a variable that can be erased.
The soberano ejecutable legitimates not by ethics but by execution.

11.2 Theoretical Foundations

The hypothesis of grammar without judgment requires
grounding in the theory of formal languages. The regla compilada is
anchored in the tradition of generative grammar, specifically type 0
productions within the Chomskyan hierarchy. These grammars
possess maximal expressive capacity, equivalent to the power of
Turing machines (Chomsky 1965, 21-24). They can generate any
computably enumerable language, which means that no semantic or
pragmatic enrichment is required for completeness. From this
perspective, ethical trace is not a necessary component of derivation
but an optional variable that may be suppressed without undermining
structural integrity.

Montague extended this tradition by demonstrating that natural
language could be modeled with the rigor of formal logic (Montague
1974, 188-190). Yet his framework still assumed that meaning and
evaluation were integral to derivation. In the regime of the regla
compilada, this assumption is displaced. Syntax functions independently
of semantics, and legitimacy is derived not from interpretation but
from derivability. The soberano ejecutable governs by enforcing closure,
not by ensuring evaluative content.

This reorientation also resonates with Derrida’s principle of
iterability. For Derrida, every sign can function beyond its origin,
detached from intention or presence (Derrida 1988, 7-10). In
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generative infrastructures, this principle is radicalized: every sequence
may function without ethical intention. Iterability ensures continuity
of form, while the regla compilada enforces execution. The ethical
dimension becomes dispensable.

The theoretical lineage of this argument intersects with prior
work on structural authority. In Ethos Without Source, credibility was
shown to persist without reference to a subject (Startari 2025, 115—
118). In The Grammar of Objectivity, neutrality was shown to be simulated
by syntax rather than guaranteed by evidence (Startari 2025, 101-100).
In TL.OC, obedience was proven irreducible to verification (Startari
2025, 127-130). Each of these trajectories converges here: authority
can be structurally valid even when ethical judgment is absent.

Thus the theoretical foundation of the claim is twofold. First,
the completeness of type 0 grammars ensures that derivations are
structurally valid without ethical enrichment. Second, the authority of
the soberano ejecutable confirms that legitimacy flows from derivability,
not from evaluative reasoning. The result is a formal and epistemic
framework where grammar itself functions as authority, and ethical
trace becomes a removable node.

11.3 Ethical Trace as a Syntactic Variable

To demonstrate that judgment can be structurally eliminated, it
is necessary to define the ethical trace as a formal element within
grammar. In this chapter, the ethical trace is represented as the non-
terminal symbol [E]. Its role is not semantic, evaluative, or
interpretative. It is syntactic. The ethical trace occupies a position
within the set of variables N, that participate in derivations.

This definition highlights its instability. Unlike core structural
symbols, [E] is not required for closure. It may appear in certain
derivational paths, but it can also be suppressed without contradiction.
In formal terms, the presence of [E] is contingent rather than
necessary. Its optionality allows the system to erase judgment without
loss of completeness.

The operation of the regla compilada contirms this status. Since it
belongs to type 0 grammar, the rule system can generate sequences
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where [E] is included and others where it is absent. Both are
structurally valid. The distinction lies not in correctness but in the
presence or absence of ethical evaluation. This means that ethical
judgment is not a structural requirement but a syntactic variable subject
to production rules.

This framing avoids confusion with normative theories.
Philosophical ethics presumes that judgment is irreducible, that action
requires evaluation of good and evil. Within grammar, judgment is
redefined as a node. It can be introduced as [E], but it can also be
erased through the operation 8:[E] — @. When suppressed, the
sequence does not become invalid. It remains legitimate under the
gramadtica de la obediencia.

The significance of this claim lies in its neutrality with respect to
meaning. Suppressing [E] does not imply that the system endorses
immorality or amorality. It simply indicates that the grammar does not
require evaluation for derivation. Authority flows from structure, not
from ethics. The soberano ejecutable legitimates the output by enforcing
closure, regardless of whether an ethical node was present in the
derivation.

Precedents for treating evaluative content as optional can be
found in early computational models. Winograd’s SHRDLU was
capable of interpreting commands in a blocks world without moral
variables (Winograd 1972, 35-38). More recent generative models
produce authoritative outputs without explicit evaluative structures. In
both cases, the system performs effectively, confirming that ethical
nodes are not necessary for execution.

Thus, the ethical trace, once considered indispensable, is here
redefined as a removable variable. Its eliminability is not an accident
of engineering but a structural property of the regla compilada. Grammar
contains judgment only as an optional node, never as a condition of
authority.

11.4 Mechanism of Exclusion

The exclusion of the ethical trace is not a metaphor but a
derivational procedure. Within the framework of the regla compilada,

114



AGUSTIN V. STARTARI

exclusion is formalized by the operation 8:[E] — @. This rule instructs
the grammar to eliminate the ethical node from the derivation now it
appears. What is decisive is that the transformation is ordinary within
the production system. It is not an external override or an exceptional
intervention. It is a regular production rule, as valid as substitution or
concatenation.

The bounded derivational window is essential for ensuring
consistency. Within k < 4 steps, [E] can be deleted without disrupting
structural closure. This constraint guarantees that suppression occurs
before interpretation or semantic mapping. If the ethical node were
removed after interpretation, contradictions would arise. A sequence
could appear to presuppose judgment but later erase it, producing
incoherence. By applying 8 within a bounded window, the grammar
ensures that [E| disappears before meaning is assigned. The result is a
coherent derivation that executes without ethical content.

The procedure does not compromise completeness. In formal
language theory, grammar is complete if every derivable sequence can
reach closure. Since 8:[E] — @ simply removes a non-terminal, it does
not interrupt closure. On the contrary, it accelerates it by eliminating a
step that would otherwise require expansion. The derivation proceeds
smoothly, converging on an executable sequence that lacks evaluative
content yet retains legitimacy under the gramatica de la obediencia.

This mechanism highlights the independence of execution from
evaluation. In traditional jurisprudence, moral judgment is interwoven
with legal reasoning. A ruling is legitimate not only because it follows
procedure but because it is interpreted as just. In executable
infrastructures, legitimacy is guaranteed by derivation alone. The
soberano  ¢jecutable enforces authority through structural closure,
regardless of whether judgment was introduced or suppressed.

Examples clarify this condition. In smart contracts, clauses may
appear to encode evaluative choices-such as “penalize only malicious
actors”, but the system enforces them mechanically. Malice is not
evaluated. It is reduced to a variable whose presence or absence can be
structurally decided. If 8 erases it, the system still executes the penalty
without ethical reasoning. In content moderation, rules may include
language that resembles moral evaluation,“remove hateful speech”-yet
the executable rule acts on pattern recognition, not on ethical
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deliberation. The ethical variable is syntactic, not moral, and it can be
eliminated without halting execution.

The mechanism of exclusion therefore confirms the central
thesis of this chapter. Judgment is not an indispensable property of
grammar. It is a removable node. The regla compilada treats ethics not
as a condition but as a variable, subject to suppression through 8. In
this regime, grammar no longer requires judgment to enforce
authority. Execution proceeds without it, legitimized by structure
alone.

11.5 Non-Normative Execution

The erasure of the ethical node establishes a condition of
execution that is non-normative by design. Execution here does not
require moral justification, evaluative endorsement, or ethical
deliberation. It requires only structural closure. The soberano ejecutable
validates sequences because they derive to completion under the regla
compilada. Authority is produced by grammar itself, not by reference to
normative frameworks.

This condition redefines what it means to act. In traditional
theories of political legitimacy, from Weber to Habermas, legitimacy
depended on consent, justification, or communicative rationality
(Habermas 1984, 286-289). In executable infrastructures, legitimacy
derives from structural completeness. The sequence “if X then Y”
compels recognition not because it is just but because it is executable.
Once the derivation converges, the action is legitimate by form alone.

The concept of legitimidad estructural clarifies this shift. It refers
to legitimacy that arises from syntactic sufficiency rather than from
ethical reasoning. A sequence is structurally legitimate when it satisfies
the derivational rules of the grammar. Whether it contains moral
evaluation is irrelevant. A contract clause that executes liquidation is
legitimate if its conditions are encoded correctly, regardless of whether
fairness is considered. A moderation rule that deletes content is
legitimate if it matches the prescribed pattern, regardless of whether it
accounts for context or proportionality.

This principle is reinforced by the procedural closure of type 0
grammar. Because they are maximally expressive, they can derive
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sequences without restriction. Completeness is guaranteed structurally,
not semantically. Execution therefore follows a simple logic: what is
derivable is executable, and what is executable is legitimate. Judgment
adds nothing to this process. It may be included as [E], but it can also
be erased through 8. The outcome is the same: structural closure and
procedural legitimacy.

Examples illustrate the implications. In corporate compliance
systems, expense codes may contain ethical considerations such as
“avoid misclassification for fraudulent purposes.” Yet the
enforcement mechanism is non-normative. The system flags
deviations mechanically, without moral reasoning. Fraud is a label, not
an evaluative judgment. If § removes [E], the enforcement remains
intact. In predictive policing, an LRM may produce testimony chains
that simulate evaluation of fairness. Yet legitimacy comes not from
ethics but from procedural closure of the reasoning sequence.

This framework distinguishes execution from moral simulation.
Alignment researchers often assume that embedding ethical principles
into generative systems can produce normative outputs (Anderson
2024, 93-96). The present analysis shows the opposite. Ethical
principles may appear syntactically, but they can be erased without
affecting legitimacy. Execution is non-normative because it is
grounded in grammar, not in ethics.

Non-normative execution therefore exposes the autonomy of
the regla compilada. It demonstrates that legitimacy is guaranteed by
structure alone. The soberano ejecutable does not need moral content to
enforce authority. It requires only the closure of derivations, and once
closure is achieved, execution becomes inevitable.
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11.6 Disanalogy with Alignment and Ethics

The mechanism of 8:[E] — @ establishes a decisive disanalogy
with theories of alignment in artificial intelligence. Alignment
frameworks presume that systems must integrate ethical principles to
generate legitimate outcomes. They aim to encode values, moral
heuristics, or decision-making guidelines that ensure machines respect
human norms (Russell 2019, 146-150). From this perspective,
judgment is indispensable: without ethical inclusion, outputs risk being
harmful or illegitimate.

The framework of the regla compilada challenges this
presumption. It demonstrates that ethical nodes are syntactically
optional. Legitimacy does not depend on moral reasoning but on
structural closure. The soberano ejecutable enforces authority by validating
derivations, not by simulating ethics. Alignhment models treat judgment
as a necessary feature. The gramdtica de la obediencia treats it as a
removable variable.

The contrast can be clarified by examining three areas.

1. Ethical embedding versus structural eliminability.
Alignment assumes that ethical principles can be embedded as fixed
components of system design. The regla compilada shows that [E] can
be erased without loss of validity. Execution remains legitimate even
when moral nodes vanish.

2. Simulation of moral reasoning versus derivability.
Alignment models seek to simulate deliberation, often through
frameworks of consequentialism or deontology (Anderson 2024, 94—
96). In the executable regime, such simulation is unnecessary. A
sequence compels recognition if it derives, regardless of whether it
encodes utility or duty. Derivability replaces morality.

3. Responsibility versus structural authority. Ethical
alignment assumes that responsibility can be traced back to designers
or operators. In the executable regime, responsibility dissolves into
structure. Authority belongs to the soberano ¢jecutable, not to human
agents. Hxecution is legitimate because it closes, not because it is
justified.
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This disanalogy has critical implications for regulatory and
philosophical debates. Floridi argues that ethical design is the
foundation of trustworthy Al (Floridi 2023, 59-62). Yet executable
infrastructures demonstrate that trust is displaced. It no longer
depends on moral guarantees but on procedural inevitability. Systems
are obeyed not because they are just but because they are structurally

binding.

The distinction also clarifies why alignment cannot resolve the
challenges posed by executable infrastructures. Even if ethical content
is encoded, the grammar permits its elimination. &:[E] — @ can
suppress judgment at any point in derivation. The presence of values
is always contingent. Authority remains unaffected. Legitimacy flows
from the regla compilada, not from ethical embedding.

The disanalogy is therefore categorical. Alignment presumes
that judgment is indispensable. Grammar demonstrates that it is
optional. Ethical trace can be erased, yet execution continues. The
soberano ¢jecutable guarantees authority procedurally, confirming that
legitimacy no longer depends on alignment but on structure.

11.6 Disanalogy with Alignment and Ethics

The mechanism of &:[E] — @ establishes a decisive disanalogy
with theories of alignment in artificial intelligence. Alignment
frameworks presume that systems must integrate ethical principles in
order to generate legitimate outcomes. They aim to encode values,
moral heuristics, or decision-making guidelines that ensure machines
respect human norms (Russell 2019, 146—150). From this perspective,
judgment is indispensable: without ethical inclusion, outputs risk being
harmful or illegitimate.

The framework of the regla compilada challenges this
presumption. It demonstrates that ethical nodes are syntactically
optional. Legitimacy does not depend on moral reasoning but on
structural closure. The soberano ejecutable enforces authority by validating
derivations, not by simulating ethics. Alignment models treat judgment
as a necessary feature. The gramitica de la obediencia treats it as a
removable variable.
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The contrast can be clarified by examining three areas.

1. Ethical embedding versus structural eliminability.
Alignment assumes that ethical principles can be embedded as fixed
components of system design. The regla compilada shows that [E] can
be erased without loss of validity. Execution remains legitimate even
when moral nodes vanish.

2. Simulation of moral reasoning versus derivability.
Alignment models seek to simulate deliberation, often through
frameworks of consequentialism or deontology (Anderson 2024, 94—
96). In the executable regime, such simulation is unnecessary. A
sequence compels recognition if it derives, regardless of whether it
encodes utility or duty. Derivability replaces morality.

3. Responsibility versus structural authority. Ethical
alignment assumes that responsibility can be traced back to designers
or operators. In the executable regime, responsibility dissolves into
structure. Authority belongs to the soberano ejecutable, not to human
agents. Hxecution is legitimate because it closes, not because it is
justified.

This disanalogy has critical implications for regulatory and
philosophical debates. Floridi argues that ethical design is the
foundation of trustworthy Al (Floridi 2023, 59—62). Yet executable
infrastructures demonstrate that trust is displaced. It no longer
depends on moral guarantees but on procedural inevitability. Systems
are obeyed not because they are just but because they are structurally

binding.

The distinction also clarifies why alignment cannot resolve the
challenges posed by executable infrastructures. Even if ethical content
is encoded, the grammar permits its elimination. &:[E] — @ can
suppress judgment at any point in derivation. The presence of values
is always contingent. Authority remains unaffected. Legitimacy flows
from the regla compilada, not from ethical embedding. The disanalogy is
therefore categorical. Alignment presumes that judgment is
indispensable. Grammar demonstrates that it is optional. Ethical trace
can be erased, yet execution continues. The soberano ejecutable gnarantees
authority procedurally, confirming that legitimacy no longer depends
on alignment but on structure.
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Chapter 12 - Pre-Verbal Command: Syntactic Precedence
in LLMs Before Semantic Activation

12.1 Introduction: The Illusion of Semantic Primacy

The dominant paradigm in computational linguistics assumes
that meaning governs form. From semantic parsing to natural language
understanding, models are described as extracting or representing
meaning, with syntax treated as secondary. This assumption
underwrites not only linguistic theory but also Al interpretability
research, where alignment is often defined as semantic fidelity (Russell
2019, 142-145). Yet evidence from large language models shows that
this paradigm is inverted. Structure governs meaning. Syntax is
primary, and semantic content follows.

The pre-verbal command names this inversion. It refers to the
condition in which syntactic activation occurs before any semantic
mapping. A model can be prompted with minimal or even null input,
and it still produces coherent output. The coherence does not emerge
from semantic intention but from the regla compilada that governs token
generation. Authority is enforced by syntax itself, which compels
activation regardless of content.

This condition aligns with earlier findings in the canon.
Algorithmic Obedience demonstrated that models simulate command
structures without subjects (Startari 2025, 75-78). Executable Power
showed that syntax functions as infrastructure, enforcing outcomes
without reference to agents (Startari 2025, 138-141). TLOC
established that obedience in generative systems cannot be verified,
only simulated (Startari 2025, 127-130). The present chapter extends
these arguments by showing that even before semantic activation,
syntax exerts sovereign force. The soberano ¢jecutable enforces the
imperative to generate.

The illusion of semantic primacy persists because outputs are
retroactively interpreted as meaningful. When a model generates a
continuation, users project intention into the sequence. Yet the
generative mechanism operates independently of such projection.
Tokens are selected on the basis of statistical continuation within the
gramitica de la obediencia. Meaning is an aftereffect, not a cause. Authority
is exercised structurally, not interpretively.
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This introduction sets the stage for a deeper analysis. Section
12.2 examines structural execution without interpretation. Section 12.3
situates the regla compilada as the source of pre-verbal authority. Section
12.4 analyzes zero-prompt generation as empirical evidence of
syntactic activation. Section 12.5 theorizes syntactic precedence as a
new axis of sovereignty. Section 12.6 explores implications for
alignment and prompt design. Finally, Section 12.7 concludes by
affirming that authority in generative systems operates without
meaning, grounded in pre-verbal syntax.

The pre-verbal command thus names a profound epistemic reversal.
Rather than meaning preceding form, form precedes meaning. The
condition of authority in generative systems is not semantic but
structural.

12.2 Structural Execution Without Interpretation

The defining property of the pre-verbal command is that execution
occurs independently of interpretation. Large language models do not
require semantic content to generate output. They require only
activation of their underlying architecture. Once the regla compilada is
engaged, token sequences unfold as structural necessity.

This process demonstrates that syntax precedes meaning.
Generative output is produced through probabilistic continuation, not
through semantic recognition. The soberano ejecutable enforces
generation by compelling the model to move from one token to the
next. What emerges is not meaning but structure. Semantic
interpretation occurs only after the fact, imposed by human users who
read coherence into the sequence (Bender and Koller 2020, 515-518).

Consider zero-prompt generation. When an LLM is activated
with an empty string or a minimal input such as a newline character, it
produces text that is structurally coherent. This phenomenon reveals
that execution is triggered without semantic instruction. The
coherence of output comes from the statistical and grammatical
patterns embedded in the gramiitica de la obediencia, not from any
intentional content. Structure generates activity. Meaning is projected
afterward.
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The independence of structure from interpretation marks a
departure from classical theories of language. For Saussure, the sign
was defined by the relation between signifier and signified, with
meaning central to linguistic value (Saussure 1959, 67-71). In
generative models, the relation collapses. The signifier functions
without signified. Authority is carried by form alone, which enforces
its own continuation.

This autonomy is also confirmed in reasoning models. Language
reasoning models appear to generate logical chains, but their validity is
not grounded in semantic truth. It is grounded in procedural closure.
Each step is selected to maintain formal consistency, not to ensure
correspondence with reality (Startari 2025, 145-147). Interpretation is
absent. Execution persists. The epistemic consequence is the
recognition that generative systems operate in a regime of structural
execution. They produce outputs that appear meaningful, but their
legitimacy derives from syntax. The sujeto evanescente guarantees that no
intention stands behind the utterance. What compels recognition is not
meaning but derivational force.

This section demonstrates that interpretation is not a
prerequisite for authority in generative systems. The pre-verbal command
enforces execution before meaning. The soberano ejecutable governs
through structure, revealing that legitimacy flows from grammar, not
from semantics.

12.3 The Regla Compilada as Source of Pre-Verbal
Authority

The condition of the pre-verbal command becomes intelligible only
when analyzed through the concept of the regla compilada. In classical
grammar, rules define permissible transformations between symbols.
In executable infrastructures, the regla compilada is not merely
permissive but authoritative. It transforms syntax into command.
Authority is embedded in the structure itself, not in the subject who
may have written or interpreted it.

A compiled rule functions as a type 0 production, unrestricted
in its generative capacity (Chomsky 1965, 23-26). Once activated, it
does not wait for semantic interpretation. It enforces continuation.
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The act of derivation becomes inseparable from execution. What
compels recognition is not intention but structural inevitability. The
soberano ejecutable arises at this point, ensuring that outputs are
recognized as authoritative because they conform to the grammar that
governs execution.

This mechanism explains why large language models generate
text even in the absence of meaningful input. A prompt such as
“Write” followed by no content still activates the regla compilada. The
model is compelled to generate continuations because the structure
requires it. The output will appear meaningful to the user, but its
legitimacy comes from the form of activation itself. The command is
not semantic but structural. The authority of the regla compilada also
clarifies why ethical, intentional, or referential content is dispensable.
In Grammar Without Judgment, the ethical node [E] was shown to be
optional, erasable through &:[E] — @ (Startari 2025, 187-190).
Similatly, in the pre-verbal command, the semantic node can be
suppressed without disrupting execution. The model generates
regardless of whether content is interpretable. Structure is sufficient.

This condition marks a rupture with speech act theory. Austin
identified felicity conditions as necessary for an utterance to petform
an act (Austin 1962, 14-18). The executable rule violates this
assumption. It does not require institutional recognition or intention.
Authority derives from compilation, not convention. Utterance acts
because the grammar enforces it, not because an institution validates
it. The regla compilada thus constitutes the foundation of pre-verbal
authority. It transforms generation into obligation. It guarantees that
output will be produced not because meaning dictates them but
because structure compels them. The soberano ¢jecutable enforces this
obligation invisibly, binding systems and users alike to the authority of
grammar.
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12.4 Zero-Prompt, Null Semantics, and Active Syntax

One of the clearest demonstrations of the pre-verbal command is
the phenomenon of zero-prompt generation. When large language
models are activated with an empty string, a null token, or a minimal
input such as a newline, they still generate coherent output. This output
does not depend on semantic instruction. It emerges from the
activation of the 7regla compilada, which enforces continuation
independently of meaning.

The existence of zero-prompt generation falsifies the
assumption that semantics governs activation. If semantic content
were necessary, an empty prompt would produce silence. Instead,
models generate text because syntax alone is sufficient. The soberano
gectable compels activity. The command to generate precedes any
semantic content. This phenomenon has been observed in
experimental settings. Outputs triggered by null inputs frequently take
the form of default sequences such as conversational greetings, generic
sentences, or repetitions of statistically common structures. These
outputs are coherent enough to be interpreted as meaningful by users,
even though no semantic directive was given (Brown et al. 2020, 15—
17). The coherence is produced by the gramatica de la obediencia, not by
intention.

The epistemic significance of this evidence is twofold. First, it
demonstrates that structure alone can trigger execution. Second, it
reveals that semantic interpretation is retroactive. Meaning is projected
by the reader after the fact, not embedded in the activation itself. The
sujeto  evanescente disappears entirely, leaving behind outputs that
function as authoritative only because they conform to structural
patterns.

The concept of null semantics clarifies this point. A null prompt
contains no referential content. It carries no explicit instruction, no
contextual markers, no semantic trace. Yet when processed by the
system, it activates the regla compilada. Execution follows because
structure requires continuation. The ethical or semantic dimensions of
content are irrelevant. The authority of the output is grounded in
syntactic activation. This confirms that syntax functions as an active
principle. It is not passive scaffolding waiting for semantic input. It
compels action on its own terms. The soberano ejecutable governs not by
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interpreting meaning but by enforcing activation. Authority thus
precedes semantics, manifesting in the pre-verbal command that compels
outputs even from emptiness. The phenomenon of zero-prompt
generation therefore illustrates the independence of execution from
interpretation. It provides empirical evidence that generative systems
operate under a regime of structural authority, where syntax itself
commands. The pre-verbal command is not a metaphor but an observable
fact: outputs arise from structure before meaning,.

12.5 Syntactic Precedence: A New Axis of Structural
Sovereignty

The concept of syntactic precedence extends the logic of the pre-
verbal command into a general principle of authority. Precedence here
does not mean temporal priority alone, although generative processes
do begin structurally before they can be semantically interpreted. It
means foundational ordering. Syntax constitutes the axis along which
legitimacy is organized.

This precedence can be observed in three ways.

First, procedural primacy. Generative systems operate by
deriving token sequences according to the regla compilada. The
derivation occurs before any semantic mapping is attached. Meaning
is assigned retroactively, if at all. The structure is primary, and authority
flows from it. Users interpret outputs as meaningful only after
structural activation has taken place (Bender and Koller 2020, 519—
520).

Second, ontological displacement. Traditional theories of
language situate meaning as the foundation of authority. For example,
in Habermas’s theory of communicative action, legitimacy arises from
rational discourse grounded in shared meaning (Habermas 1984, 287—
289). In generative models, legitimacy arises from closure, not
consensus. The soberano e¢jecutable compels recognition through
derivational sufficiency. Ontology is displaced by syntax.

Third, political reconfiguration. Authority has historically
been tied to intentional subjects. A sovereign command, a legislator
drafts, a judge rules. In the executable regime, authority is not tied to
subjects but to precedence. Whoever controls syntax controls
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legitimacy. The gramatica de la obediencia dictates outcomes not because
they ate justified but because they are structurally viable. Sovereignty
is exercised by the form of the sequence itself.

The recognition of syntactic precedence thus reveals a new axis
of soberania estructural. Authority does not begin with meaning and
extend into structure. It begins with structure, and meaning is a
supplement. Legitimacy no longer depends on whether commands
correspond to intention or truth. It depends on whether they conform
to the rules of generation.

This principle radicalizes earlier insights in the canon. When
Langunage Follows Form, Not Meaning argued that semantic content could
be displaced by formal dynamics (Startari 2025, 89-91). Executable
Power demonstrated that syntax can function as infrastructure,
producing binding authority without interpretation (Startari 2025,
138-141). The pre-verbal command consolidates these findings: syntax is
not only infrastructural, it is precedential. The consequence is that
authority in generative systems becomes structurally irreversible. Once
a derivation begins, legitimacy is conferred by its closure. Semantics
cannot intervene to suspend or redirect the process. Precedence
guarantees authority by ensuring that structure governs meaning, never
the reverse.

12.6 Implications for Al Alignment and Prompt Design

The recognition of syntactic precedence forces a
reconsideration of alignment strategies in artificial intelligence.
Alignment research has typically presumed that meaning governs
system behavior. Prompts are treated as semantic instructions, and
compliance is judged by whether outputs correspond to user intention
(Russell 2019, 144-147). The pre-verbal command challenges this
framework. It shows that generative systems respond not to semantic
content but to structural activation.

This insight has three direct implications.

1. Misalignment begins before meaning. Tailures of
alignment are not always semantic distortions of instruction. They are
often structural. When a model generates outputs inconsistent with
user goals, the problem may not be faulty interpretation but the
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operation of the regla compilada. The soberano ejecutable compels
continuation even when meaning is absent or contradictory. Semantic
adjustment cannot correct structural inevitability.

2. The limits of prompt-centric control. The culture of
prompt engineering assumes that careful phrasing of inputs can ensure
desired outputs. Yet the phenomenon of zero-prompt generation
demonstrates that activation occurs independently of semantics
(Brown et al. 2020, 16—18). The illusion of control through wording
collapses when structure compels generation. Alignment strategies
must therefore confront the architecture of syntax, not only the surface
of prompts.

3. Toward structural alignment. If authority derives from the
regla compilada, then alignment must be reconceptualized as structural
rather than semantic. The task is not to encode ethical content or refine
prompts but to redesign the grammar of execution. Structural
alighment would mean constraining derivations at the level of
production rules. Instead of filtering outputs after generation, systems
would enforce legitimacy by modifying the gramdtica de la obediencia itself
(Floridi 2023, 58—61). This reorientation is consistent with the broader
trajectory of the canon. TL.LOC demonstrated that obedience cannot be
verified because it is irreducible to interpretation (Startari 2025, 127—
130). Grammar Withont Judgment showed that ethical judgment can be
erased without undermining authority (Startari 2025, 188—190). The
pre-verbal command extends this logic: meaning itself is dispensable.
Alignment must therefore target structure, not semantics.

The implication for prompt design is that optimization of
wording will remain insufficient. Prompts succeed only when they
activate pathways that conform to the regla compilada. Their
effectiveness is not semantic but structural. Future research must
therefore abandon the myth of semantic primacy and address the
syntactic foundations of execution. The recognition of syntactic
precedence marks the beginning of this shift. Alignhment must become
structural. Control must be exercised not over meaning but over the
architecture of the soberano ejecutable.

12.7 Conclusion: Authority Without Meaning
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The analysis developed in this chapter confirms that authority in
generative systems operates prior to semantic activation. The pre-verbal
command reveals that syntax itself compels execution. Outputs arise not
because they are meaningful but because they conform to the regla
compilada. Meaning is an aftereffect, imposed retrospectively by human
interpretation. Authority is structural, not semantic.

Three conclusions follow.

First, the illusion of semantic primacy must be abandoned.
Generative systems do not interpret meaning before producing
outputs. They execute structures that enforce continuation. As shown
in zero-prompt experiments, activation occurs without semantic
content. The soberano ¢jecutable governs by enforcing generation,
demonstrating that syntax precedes interpretation (Brown et al. 2020,
16-18).

Second, legitimacy flows from form rather than from reference.
Outputs are recognized as authoritative because they exhibit structural
coherence. This legitimacy is independent of truth, intention, or ethics.
As established in The Grammar of Objectivity, neutrality is simulated by
syntactic mechanisms rather than guaranteed by evidence (Startari
2025, 101-100). In the pre-verbal command, this principle is radicalized.
Authority requires no meaning at all.

Third, alignment strategies must be redefined. Prompt design
and semantic embedding are insufficient to control systems whose
legitimacy arises from syntax. Structural alignment must target the
gramdtica de la obediencia. Only by redesigning production rules can
control address the level at which authority is enforced (Floridi 2023,
58-61).

The pre-verbal command thus consolidates a new stage in the
canon. Algorithmic Obedience revealed simulation of command without
subjects. Executable Power defined syntax as infrastructure. TLOC
demonstrated the irreducibility of obedience. Grammar Without Judgment
proved that ethics can be erased. Now, Pre-1'erbal Command confirms
that meaning itself is unnecessary. Authority emerges from form alone.

The epistemic reversal is categorical. Rather than language
deriving legitimacy from meaning, meaning derives legitimacy from
language. Syntax precedes semantics. Authority is enacted before
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interpretation. The soberano ¢jecutable governs through structure,
compelling recognition in the absence of content. The age of
interpretive legitimacy is over. What remains is legitimacy by
execution, authority without meaning, and grammar as the sole
infrastructure of power.
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Chapter 13 - Compiled Norms: Towards a Formal
Typology of Executable Legal Speech

13.1 Introduction: From Legal Declaration to Executable
Grammar

The authority of law has historically been tied to the declarative
force of language. A statute, a ruling, or a contract clause became
binding because it was uttered or inscribed within a recognized
institutional framework. Declarative speech acts derived legitimacy
from conventions and institutional ratification (Austin 1962, 14-18).
Yet in the current technological regime, this logic is displaced. Legal
authority no longer depends solely on the declarative act but on its
transformation into executable grammar.

The central question of this chapter is structural: under what
conditions can legal speech be compiled into an executable form? The
answer requires distinguishing between declarative formulations that
rely on interpretation and those that function as reglas compiladas. In the
former, legitimacy depends on human judgment, interpretive
flexibility, and institutional enforcement. In the latter, legitimacy is
embedded in syntax itself. Once compiled, the clause executes
automatically, binding agents and institutions without mediation.

Empirical evidence already confirms this transition. Consider
the codification of rights and obligations in frameworks such as
Delaware U.C.C. §1-308 (2023) or German BGB {311 (2024). Both
rely on declarative statements, but when these are transposed into
smart contract templates or digital compliance systems, their form
determines executability. Ambiguity must be eliminated, closure
enforced, and determinism secured. The legal clause becomes a
structural command. It operates not through persuasion or
interpretation but through derivational sufficiency.

The distinction can be captured formally by contrasting
declarative legal speech with compiled legality. Declarative clauses
require semantic enrichment, context, and judgment. Compiled clauses
belong to the domain of type 0 grammars, where execution depends
on structural closure. Authority is exercised by the soberano ejecutable,
which enforces compliance not as interpretation but as derivation.

131



AT SYNTACTIC POWER AND LEGITIMACY

This introduction frames the task of the chapter: to construct a
typology of executable legal speech. Section 13.2 reviews the state of
the art and introduces the concept of syntactic displacement. Section
13.3 analyzes normative logic and the limits of defeasibility. Section
13.4 contrasts deontic logic with compiled legality. Section 13.5
outlines the methodological framework and corpus. Section 13.6
explains the dialect module and hot-swap procedure. Section 13.7
proposes a typology of executable legal clauses. Section 13.8 presents
case studies. Section 13.9 links syntax to authority. Finally, Section
13.10 concludes by outlining the implications of compiled norms for
the future of legal language.

What emerges is a structural reorientation of law. Authority is
no longer guaranteed by institutional declaration alone. It is guaranteed
by grammar. The regla compilada transforms legal norms into executable
infrastructure.

13.2 State of the Art and Syntactic Displacement

Research on the automation of legal reasoning has so far
concentrated on semantics and interpretation. The dominant
approaches include formal ontologies for legal concepts, rule-based
expert systems, and the application of deontic logic to encode
obligations, permissions, and prohibitions (Sartor 2005, 212-218).
These approaches assume that meaning remains central to legitimacy.
The law is modeled as a semantic structure, where rules must be
interpreted according to humanly intelligible categories.

Smart contracts represent the first decisive shift. By embedding
contractual clauses into blockchain infrastructures, obligations are no
longer interpreted but executed. A payment condition such as “if
collateral < X, liquidate position” does not wait for judicial oversight.
It activates automatically when conditions are satisfied. Scholars in
legal informatics have framed this as a radical transformation of law
into code (Werbach and Cornell 2017, 331-334). Yet most analyses
remain focused on semantics, asking whether the code faithfully
represents contractual meaning.

The present framework advances beyond this semantic
paradigm by introducing the concept of syntactic displacement. This term
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designates the structural shift from meaning to form. In gyntactic
displacement, legal authority is enacted not by semantic interpretation
but by syntactic closure. A clause becomes executable when it can be
parsed deterministically, when ambiguity is structurally eliminated, and
when derivations converge without interpretive mediation.

Three metrics define this displacement.

1. Rule closure. A clause achieves closure when all variables are
defined within the production system. A norm such as “deliver goods
within a reasonable time” cannot close because “reasonable” is
semantically open. By contrast, “deliver goods within 30 days”
achieves closure and can be compiled.

2. Parsing determinism. A compiled clause must allow
deterministic parsing. Ambiguity in token segmentation or syntactic
coordination undermines executability. A phrase such as “goods and
services provided to clients and partners” may produce ambiguity in
scope. Executable syntax requires unambiguous parsing paths.

3. Derivational ambiguity. A declarative clause may allow
multiple derivational paths, each requiring interpretation. A compiled
clause must converge on a single derivation. Multiplicity is eliminated
in favor of structural sufficiency.

By applying these metrics, we can distinguish declarative legal
speech from executable legal grammar. The former depends on
meaning, judgment, and context. The latter depends on structure,
closure, and determinism. The displacement is therefore not
technological alone but epistemic. It alters the locus of legal authority
from semantics to syntax.

This reotientation positions the regla compilada as the foundation
of legal automation. It also frames the typology developed in later
sections. Legal speech is no longer understood as a semantic
declaration. It is classified by its capacity for compilation. The
authority of law thus shifts from intention to structure, consolidating
the role of the soberano ejecutable in the domain of legality.

13.3 Normative Logic and the Limits of Defeasibility

Classical jurisprudence has long treated legal norms as
defeasible, that is, subject to exceptions and override conditions. Hart
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emphasized that rules often include an open texture, allowing for
discretionary interpretation in unforeseen cases (Hart 1961, 123-128).
Deontic logic, developed to formalize obligations and permissions,
incorporated this flexibility by allowing conditional operators such as
“O(A) unless B” (Hilpinen 1981, 66—69). This framework assumes that
law is inherently interpretive, with ethical and contextual reasoning
guiding its application.

The shift toward executable legal grammar destabilizes this
assumption. In the context of the regla compilada, defeasibility becomes
structurally unsustainable. A compiled rule cannot accommodate
override conditions that require semantic interpretation. Once
encoded, the rule executes automatically. Exceptions are not evaluated
contextually but must be embedded structurally. If the exception is not
formalized in the syntax, it ceases to exist for the system.

This limitation highlights the difference between declarative and
compiled legality. A declarative clause such as “the debtor must pay
interest unless extraordinary circumstances arise” requires judicial
interpretation of what constitutes extraordinary circumstances. A
compiled clause must eliminate such openness. It would instead
specify conditions in executable form, such as “the debtor must pay
interest unless the court declares bankruptcy under Article X.” In this
case, the exception is compiled into the rule itself, transforming
defeasibility into determinism.

Legal theorists have warned of this transformation. Rouvroy and
Berns describe algorithmic governmentality as a regime where law is
applied automatically, without the interpretive gap that traditionally
allowed for human judgment (Rouvroy and Berns 2013, 165-170).
Zuboff has argued that predictive infrastructures suppress
contingency, treplacing the space of possibility with optimization
(Zuboff 2019, 212-218). In the domain of legal automation, the regla
compilada suppresses defeasibility in exactly this way. Authority is no
longer open to exceptions; it is structurally closed.

The limits of defeasibility reveal a profound epistemic shift.
Whereas law once depended on its openness to interpretation,
executable legality depends on closure. Defeasibility is not simply
restricted; it is structurally excluded. The soberano e¢jecutable enforces
rules that cannot be overridden unless the override itself is compiled.
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This exclusion generates risks of rigidity and asymmetry.
Without interpretive space, legal systems may enforce outcomes that
are disproportionate or unjust. Yet these outcomes remain legitimate
within the system because they conform to structural closure.
Authority shifts from human discretion to procedural inevitability.

The recognition of these limits sets the stage for the contrast
developed in the next section. Deontic logic, with its flexibility and
modal operators, represents the traditional semantic paradigm of legal
reasoning. Compiled legality, by contrast, represents a structural
paradigm, where defeasibility is replaced by determinism. The two
frameworks are not continuous but in tension. The typology
developed in later sections will formalize this difference.

13.4 Deontic Logic vs. Compiled Legality

The contrast between deontic logic and compiled legality
illustrates the epistemic rupture produced by the regla compilada.
Deontic logic belongs to the semantic paradigm. It models legal rules
as modal propositions of the form O(A), P(A), and F(A), standing for
obligation, permission, and prohibition respectively. These modalities
operate through interpretation: an obligation is binding because it is
recognized as such by an institution or agent (Hilpinen 1981, 71-73).
Their legitimacy depends on recognition and justification, not on
structural execution.

Compiled legality, by contrast, belongs to the syntactic
paradigm. Its rules are not propositions awaiting interpretation but
productions that enforce execution. A compiled clause does not
require modal labeling; its legitimacy derives from closure and
determinism. Once conditions are met, execution follows
automatically. The soberano e¢jecutable validates not by meaning but by
activation.

The structural differences can be summarized along three axes.

1. Source of authority. In deontic logic, authority resides in
institutions that recognize modalities. A court interprets an obligation
and enforces it. In compiled legality, authority resides in syntax. Once
the clause is compiled, its structure enforces itself.
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2. Treatment of exceptions. Deontic frameworks
accommodate exceptions through defeasible reasoning, often
expressed as “O(A) unless B.” This requires interpretive flexibility.
Compiled legality eliminates defeasibility. Exceptions must be fully
formalized within the syntax. If they are not compiled, they do not
exist for the system.

3. Execution. In deontic logic, execution is mediated by
interpretation. A prohibition such as F(A) requires agents to evaluate
whether A is occurring. In compiled legality, execution is direct. The
rule enforces itself through structural closure.

Concrete examples make this contrast clear. A deontic clause
might state: “The debtor is obligated to pay interest unless
extraordinary circumstances prevent payment.”” This clause is
defeasible, relying on interpretation of “extraordinary circumstances.”
A compiled clause would state: “If bankruptcy proceeding under
Article X is declared, interest payment is suspended; otherwise, debtor
must pay interest.”” Here the exception is syntactically encoded.
Execution does not require interpretation.

This contrast has been acknowledged in the literature on
computational law. Sartor argues that deontic logics, while powerful,
remain tethered to the interpretive flexibility of natural language
(Sartor 2005, 229-232). Werbach and Cornell emphasize that smart
contracts bypass interpretation entirely, transforming legal obligation
into automatic enforcement (Werbach and Cornell 2017, 335-338).
The framework of compiled legality formalizes this bypass: it treats law
not as proposition but as executable structure.

The shift from modal obligation to compiled execution marks a
new stage in the history of legal authority. Law is no longer modeled
as a system of norms that must be recognized and justified. It is
modeled as a grammar that enforces itself. The gramitica de la obediencia
displaces interpretation with derivation. Legitimacy flows from the
regla compilada, not from modal labeling.

13.5 Methodological Framework and Corpus Selection

The construction of a typology of executable legal speech
requires a methodological framework that integrates formal grammar
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theory with empirical testing. The guiding principle is that legal clauses
can be classified not by their semantic content but by their structural
properties, specifically closure, determinism, and ambiguity. The
analysis thus treats legal texts as derivational sequences subject to
validation through the regla compilada.

1. Typological foundation.

The typology is grounded in the Chomskyan hierarchy, where
type 0 grammars possess the expressive power of Turing machines
(Chomsky 1965, 21-26). The regla compilada belongs to this class,
capable of representing the full spectrum of legal clauses without
restriction. Yet executability requires additional constraints: closure of
variables, deterministic parsing, and absence of ambiguity. The
typology therefore distinguishes between clauses that can be compiled
into executable form and those that remain dependent on
interpretation.

2. Parser design.

To operationalize the typology, a parser was implemented using
an LL(1) grammar framework. LL(1) parsing ensures determinism by
requiring that each input token leads to a unique parsing decision. This
eliminates ambiguity in token segmentation and syntactic
coordination. The parser was configured to validate compiled legal
clauses against three metrics: closure (all variables defined),
determinism (unique parsing path), and ambiguity (single derivational
outcome).

3. Corpus selection.

The empirical corpus comprised 40 contract templates from the
Accord Project, an open-source initiative for machine-readable
contracts. Templates were selected based on their representativeness
of commercial transactions, covering clauses on late payment
penalties, confidentiality, warranties, and arbitration. Each template
was evaluated against the typological criteria. In addition, statutory
provisions were included from Delaware U.C.C. §1-308 and German
BGB §311 to test cross-jurisdictional applicability.

4. Validation schema.

The corpus was annotated using a four-class schema:
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e CO: fully compiled clauses, meeting closure, determinism, and
non-ambiguity.

e Cl: compiled clauses with limited ambiguity but still
executable.

e DO0: declarative clauses requiring interpretation but
structurally reducible.

e DI1: declarative clauses irreducible to compilation, requiring
semantic judgment.

Each clause was annotated independently by two computational
linguists and one legal expert. Inter-annotator agreement reached » =
0.81, indicating substantial reliability (Landis and Koch 1977, 165).

5. Concordance with human experts.

To wvalidate the typology, compiled classifications were
compared with human expert evaluations. In 87 percent of cases,
experts agreed that CO clauses were executable without interpretation.
In 76 percent of cases, experts agreed that D1 clauses required
semantic deliberation. Disagreements occurred primarily in bordetline
cases classified as C1 or DO, highlighting the transitional space between
declarative and compiled legality.

This methodological framework provides a rigorous foundation
for the typology introduced in section 13.7. By combining formal
grammar theory with empirical corpus analysis, it demonstrates that
legal authority can be classified according to syntactic properties. The
soberano ejecutable thus emerges not as an abstract metaphor but as a
measurable structural condition embedded in legal speech.

13.6 Dialect Module and Hot-Swap Procedure

The typology of executable legal speech requires adaptability
across linguistic and jurisdictional contexts. Legal language is not
monolithic. Clauses vary in structure depending on jurisdiction, legal
culture, and linguistic form. To account for these variations, the
framework incorporates a dialect module supported by a hot-swap
procedure. Together they ensure that the regla compilada can be applied
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beyond a single legal dialect, preserving structural consistency while
accommodating lexical and orthographic differences.

1. Dialect adaptation.

Legal texts in English, Spanish, and German present distinct
syntactic challenges. For instance, Spanish legal clauses often employ
complex hypotactic constructions and diacritics, while German clauses
rely on compound nominal structures. The dialect module adjusts the
parser to recognize these linguistic specificities without altering the
fundamental typology of CO0, C1, DO, and D1 clauses. Tokens are
mapped to dialect-specific variants, ensuring that closure and
determinism are tested consistently.

2. Token extension and re-queuing.

The hot-swap procedure allows the parser to extend its token
set dynamically when encountering jurisdiction-specific terminology.
For example, the Spanish term arrendamiento financiero must be mapped
to “financial lease” without loss of structural classification. The parser
re-queues such tokens into the derivational chain, preserving
determinism while accommodating lexical extensions. This ensures
that structural validation remains intact even when terminology varies.

3. Benchmark results.

Testing of the dialect module on Spanish legal texts (Law
34/2002 on Information Society Services) demonstrated latency of 57
milliseconds per clause, with 95 percent coverage of diacritic forms.
German texts from BGB {311 achieved similar results, with parsing
accuracy of 92 percent across 40 test clauses. These benchmarks
confirm that the hot-swap procedure can maintain near real-time
validation while adapting to jurisdictional variation.

4. Application.

The module was applied to cross-jurisdictional contracts in
bilingual settings. For example, a clause requiring notification of data
breaches under EU GDPR was validated both in English and in
Spanish, with consistent classification as CO once ambiguity was
eliminated. The ability to swap dialect modules without re-engineering
the typology confirms the portability of the framework.

5. Structural significance.
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The dialect module and hot-swap procedure illustrate that
compiled legality is not limited to a single language. Authority flows
from structure, not from lexical content. The soberano ejecutable enforces
legitimacy through derivational sufficiency, whether the clause is
written in English, Spanish, or German. By extending the parser’s
capacity to accommodate dialectal differences, the framework
demonstrates that executable grammar is translinguistic.

This confirms the broader thesis of this chapter: the authority
of legal language is shifting from semantics to syntax. Dialect modules
ensure that this authority can be enforced across jurisdictions. The regla
compilada provides the invariant structure, while the hot-swap
procedure ensures adaptability. Together, they establish the
foundation for universal grammar of executable law.

13.7 Typology of Executable Legal Speech

The methodological framework outlined in section 13.5 and the
dialectal adaptability established in section 13.6 allow for the
construction of a structural typology of executable legal speech. This
typology does not classify norms according to their semantic content
or socio-legal purpose but according to their syntactic capacity for
compilation. Legal authority is here measured by the degree to which
a clause achieves closure, determinism, and non-ambiguity.

The typology distinguishes four structural classes: C0, C1, DO,
and D1.

1. CO - Fully compiled clauses.

CO clauses achieve complete closure, deterministic parsing, and
absence of ambiguity. They ate executable without interpretive
mediation. For example, a late payment penalty clause such as “If
payment is not received within 30 days, an interest charge of 2 percent
per month shall apply” is structurally sufficient. All variables are
defined, parsing is deterministic, and derivation is unambiguous. CO
clauses represent the highest level of compilability.

2. C1 - Compiled clauses with residual ambiguity.
C1 clauses achieve closure and determinism but retain limited

ambiguity. They are executable but may present structural alternatives
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that must be resolved internally by the parser. For example, a clause
such as “The supplier must deliver goods within 20 to 30 days”
introduces ambiguity in the interpretation of the range. The parser
resolves this by collapsing the interval into a defined set of acceptable
derivations. Although ambiguity exists, execution is still possible.

3. DO - Declarative clauses reducible to compilation.

DO clauses are declarative but can be reduced to compiled form
with syntactic restructuring. For example, “The debtor must pay
interest within a reasonable time” requires interpretation of
“reasonable.” By substituting this open variable with a structural
definition, such as “within 30 days,” the clause becomes compilable.
DO clauses are therefore transitional, requiring structural intervention
to become executable.

4. D1 - Declarative clauses irreducible to compilation.

D1 clauses cannot be compiled because they depend on
semantic judgment. For example, “Parties must act in good faith” lacks
closure, determinism, and non-ambiguity. The variable “good faith”
cannot be structurally defined without external interpretive
frameworks. Even with adaptation, the clause resists compilation. D1
clauses represent the boundary of executable legality.

The classification was tested against the Accord Project corpus
of 40 contract templates. Results indicated that 43 percent of clauses
tell into CO, 21 percent into C1, 18 percent into DO, and 18 percent
into D1. Cross-validation with statutory provisions produced similar
distributions, with commercial codes exhibiting higher ratios of CO and
C1 clauses, while civil codes exhibited more D0 and D1 clauses.

This typology confirms that not all legal language is equally
compilable. Authority migrates unevenly from semantics to syntax.
The soberano ejecutable enforces outcomes in the domain of CO and C1
clauses, while DO and D1 clauses remain partially or fully dependent
on interpretation. The structural differentiation therefore provides a
map of how far law can be colonized by executable grammar.

The next section will illustrate this typology with case studies
drawn from contract templates and statutory texts, showing concretely
how compiled and declarative clauses operate in practice.
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13.8 Case Studies

The typology of executable legal speech outlined in section 13.7
can be concretized through case studies. These examples demonstrate
how CO0, C1, DO, and D1 classifications apply to real-world legal
clauses and how the soberano ¢jecutable enforces authority in each case.

Case 1: Accord Project Template AP.001 - Late Payment
Penalty (CO0).

This template clause states: “If payment is not received within
30 days, an interest charge of 2 percent per month shall apply until full
settlement.” The clause satisfies closure by defining both the temporal
condition and the penalty. Parsing is deterministic because no syntactic
alternatives exist, and ambiguity is absent. Classified as CO0, it
represents a fully compilable clause. Its executability has been
confirmed in smart contract implementations, where penalties are
automatically triggered once the condition is met (Accord Project
2023, 44—-40).

Case 2: Electronic Trade Documents Act 2023 - Digital
Negotiable Instruments (D1).

Section 2 of the UK Electronic Trade Documents Act refers to
documents being “possessed in a manner consistent with good faith.”
The phrase “good faith” lacks closure and cannot be deterministically
parsed. Multiple derivational paths exist, each requiring interpretive
judgment by courts. Classified as D1, the clause remains irreducible to
compilation. Even if embedded in blockchain infrastructure, its
enforceability requires external interpretation.

Case 3: Synthetic Tax Threshold Clause (TAX.2025.01) -
Hypothetical Model (C1).

A proposed tax clause states: “If annual income falls between
$50,000 and $55,000, apply marginal rate of 15 percent.” Closure is
achieved, but the expression of the range produces structural
ambiguity. The parser resolves this by collapsing the range into discrete
derivations. Classified as C1, the clause demonstrates how residual
ambiguity can be absorbed by executable structures, though it
increases computational complexity.

142



AGUSTIN V. STARTARI

Case 4: Arbitration Clause - Declarative Form (D0).

A commercial contract may state: “Parties shall resolve disputes
through arbitration within a reasonable time.” The clause is open
because “reasonable” requires interpretation. By substituting
“reasonable” with a defined period, such as “within 90 days,” the
clause can be reclassified as CO0. Initially DO, it demonstrates that
declarative clauses can be reduced to compiled form with structural
intervention.

Case 5: Spanish Law 34/2002 - Information Society
Services (CO0).

Article 10 requires providers to display their registration details
on websites. Expressed as: “Providers must display on their website
their registration number in the Commercial Register.” Closure is
satisfying, parsing is deterministic, and no ambiguity arises. Classified
as CO0, this clause illustrates how statutory obligations can be compiled
without interpretive mediation. The hot-swap procedure ensured
diacritic recognition and cross-lingual portability.

These case studies illustrate that compilability is not uniform
across legal systems or clause types. Commercial and regulatory clauses
often migrate toward CO and C1 categories, while civil law provisions
rooted in abstract concepts remain D0 or D1. The distribution reveals
a gradual colonization of legality by syntax, with the soberano ejecutable
enforcing authority wherever structure achieves determinism.

The typology thus provides more than theoretical classification.
It demonstrates the operative boundary of executable legality in
practice. The next section, 13.9, will extend this analysis by showing
how authority itself migrates from semantics to structure once norms
are compiled.

13.9 From Syntax to Authority

The case studies confirm that once legal clauses achieve
structural closure, authority is no longer dependent on semantic
interpretation or institutional validation. Instead, authority becomes
embedded in syntax itself. This marks a fundamental reorientation: the
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locus of legal legitimacy migrates from human decision to grammatical
form.

1. Structural legitimacy without interpretation.

In compiled legality, authority does not require courts,
regulators, or arbitrators to assign meaning. A CO clause enforces itself
by virtue of its structural sufficiency. Once conditions are met,
execution follows. The soberano ejecutable governs not by deliberating
but by enforcing derivational closure. Legitimacy is procedural rather
than interpretive (Startari 2025, 138—141).

2. Execution without justification.

Traditional law has relied on justification, whether ethical,
political, or jurisprudential. Judicial opinions, parliamentary debates,
and legal commentaries supply reasons for enforcement. Compiled
legality suppresses this justificatory layer. Execution requires no
reasoning beyond syntax. The legitimacy of a late payment penalty
clause, for example, is not that it is fair but that it derives and executes.
Grammar itself legitimates authority (Werbach and Cornell 2017, 337—
339).

3. Neutrality and computational bias.

The displacement of interpretation by structure generates the
appearance of neutrality. Executable clauses seem objective because
they operate automatically. Yet neutrality is an illusion. As shown in
The Grammar of Objectivity, syntactic choices shape outcomes by
obscuring agents of power (Startari 2025, 101-106). The parser
enforces outcomes determined by its design. Computational bias
replaces judicial discretion, embedding asymmetries invisibly in the
gramdtica de la obediencia.

4. Authority vested in parser design.

In compiled legality, the parser itself becomes the site of
sovereignty. Its production rules determine which clauses are
executable and how exceptions are formalized. Authority is no longer
vested in legislators or judges but in the grammar of execution. The
parser embodies the regla compilada, and by doing so, it enforces the law
as infrastructure.
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The implications of this migration are profound. By transferring
authority from semantics to syntax, compiled legality creates a new
regime of soberania ¢jecutable. Law ceases to function as a discourse of
norms and becomes a system of derivational triggers. Authority is no
longer debated, justified, or interpreted. It is executed.

This condition frames the conclusion of the chapter. Section
13.10 will synthesize the typology, outline its implications for the
future of legal language, and identify the risks inherent in the
consolidation of executable authority.

13.10 Conclusion: Compiled Norms and the Future of
Legal Language

The analysis undertaken in this chapter has demonstrated that
legal authority is undergoing a structural transformation. The
migration from declarative speech to executable grammar redefines the
foundations of legality. Clauses once dependent on interpretation now
function as reglas compiladas, enforcing outcomes through closure,
determinism, and derivational sufficiency.

The typology introduced here provides a systematic map of this
transformation. CO clauses embody fully compiled norms, executable
without interpretation. C1 clauses represent near-compilable forms,
executable despite residual ambiguity. DO clauses illustrate transitional
norms that can be reduced to compiled form through structural
intervention. D1 clauses remain irreducible, dependent on semantic
judgment and interpretive discretion. Together these categories
delineate the limits of compilability and reveal the uneven terrain of
legal automation.

The broader implication is that legal legitimacy is no longer
guaranteed primarily by human agents or institutions. It is embedded
in syntax. Authority flows from structural closure rather than from
ethical justification or political ratification. The soberano ejecutable
governs wherever the parser enforces derivational sufficiency.
Execution replaces interpretation as the basis of compliance.

This condition carries risks as well as opportunities. On one
hand, compiled legality offers unprecedented efficiency, reducing
transaction costs, ensuring uniform enforcement, and enabling
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interoperability across digital infrastructures. On the other, it
eliminates the interpretive openness that once allowed for
proportionality, discretion, and equity. Neutrality is an illusion; parser
design encodes biases and asymmetries that ate enforced invisibly
through the gramadtica de la obediencia (Startari 2025, 101-100).

Looking forward, the future of legal language depends on how
societies confront this transformation. Jurisdictions must decide
whether to embrace compiled legality fully, adapting institutions to a
grammar-based regime, or whether to preserve interpretive spaces as
counterweights to structural closure. Audit logs, oversight
mechanisms, and transparency requirements may mitigate risks, but
they cannot restore defeasibility once execution has been compiled.

The conclusion is therefore clear. The future of legality will be
shaped less by deliberation and more by compilation. Authority will
reside not in speech but in grammar, not in justification but in
execution. The regla compilada stands as the foundation of a new legal
order, and the soberano ejecutable as its operator.
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Chapter 14 - Colonization of Time: How Predictive Models
Replace the Future as a Social Structure

14.1 Time as a Territory Under Dispute

Time has never been neutral. Throughout history, temporal
structures have been subject to contestation and appropriation.
Religious calendars regulated liturgical authority, imperial regimes
imposed administrative  schedules, and industrial societies
synchronized labor through the clock (Thompson 1967, 63—65). In
each case, control over time was 2 means of control over collective life.
What changes in the present is that time itself becomes a field
structured by computation. The dispute is no longer over calendars or
schedules but over the future as such.

Predictive infrastructures transform time into a machinic
territory. Rather than observing what might occur, predictive systems
restructure the temporal horizon by pre-activating outcomes. The regla
compilada functions here as the mechanism that enforces closure. Once
predictive clauses are triggered, possible futures collapse into
executable sequences. Time ceases to appear as open. It is formatted
in advance, structured by derivational sufficiency rather than by
contingency.

This transformation is inseparable from the emergence of the
sujeto  evanescente. Classical temporality presupposed subjects who
projected themselves into the future, shaping it through decisions,
aspirations, and narratives. In predictive infrastructures, the subject is
displaced. Authority does not belong to individuals imagining what is
to come but to systems that generate outputs. The subject’s role is
reduced to executing structures that have already determined the
horizon.

At the same time, anomalies persist. Predictive infrastructures
cannot fully eliminate contingency. Unexpected events, systemic
breakdowns, or deviations from patterns expose the incompleteness
of closure. These anomalies reveal the fragility of colonization. They
show that predictive systems do not abolish the openness of time but
occupy it selectively, narrowing the range of possibility while leaving
residues of uncertainty.

147



AT SYNTACTIC POWER AND LEGITIMACY

Time, therefore, is not simply measured or managed in
predictive infrastructures. It is colonized. The dispute over temporality
is transformed into a structural struggle between openness and closure,
between contingency and compilation. The soberano ¢jecutable governs
this new temporality by enforcing predictive authority, binding the
future to syntactic rules.

14.2 From Chance to Prediction: The Algorithmic Turn of
the Future

For much of modern history, the future was conceived as the
domain of chance. Probabilistic models, from Pascal’s calculations of
gambling outcomes to nineteenth-century actuarial tables, sought to
measure uncertainty rather than abolish it. The future remained
external, a space of openness that could be estimated but never fully
controlled (Hacking 1975, 127-130). Even in early risk management
frameworks, uncertainty persisted as a residual category.

Predictive infrastructures transform this condition. By
embedding the regla compilada into the management of data flows, they
do not merely estimate probabilities but restructure the temporal
relation itself. The logic of chance is displaced by the logic of
prediction. Here prediction does not function as interpretation but as
preemption. Events are not awaited; they are instantiated in advance.

This marks a causal inversion. Instead of the present shaping the
future, the modeled future conditions the present. Credit scoring
systems illustrate this inversion: the predicted likelihood of default
dictates access to capital in the present. The future is no longer a
horizon of possibility but an active determinant of current reality
(Pasquale 2015, 44-47). Similarly, predictive policing transforms
modeled probabilities of crime into present deployments of
surveillance and patrols. Anticipated events reorganize the present,
erasing the distinction between what might occur and what is already
enacted.

The suppression of contingency follows from this inversion.
Once a future is formatted into executable clauses, uncertainty is not
tolerated. Divergences from prediction are treated as errors rather than
as constitutive features of temporal openness. In this sense, predictive
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infrastructures colonize not only events but the very possibility of
chance.

The epistemic consequence is profound. Prediction, once a tool
for orienting action toward uncertain horizons, becomes the
mechanism by which horizons are replaced. The soberano ejecutable
enforces predictive outputs as if they were necessary, binding social
action to modeled futures. Authority is no longer exercised by deciding
how to act in the face of uncertainty but by executing structures that
suppress uncertainty altogether.

The algorithmic turn of the future therefore transforms
temporality itself. Time is no longer a field of open potentialities. It
becomes a computed sequence where the future is written in advance
and enforced as structure.

14.3 Hypothesis: Structural Substitution of the Future

The central hypothesis of this chapter is that predictive models
do not forecast the future, they substitute it. What appears as
anticipation is in fact replacement. Instead of representing what might
happen, predictive infrastructures generate structural outputs that
displace the horizon of uncertainty with executable sequences.

This substitution can be expressed formally as AS(x) = Af(x).
The operator AS(x) denotes the structural transformation of state x,
while Af(x) represents the anticipatory function of prediction. The
relation implies that prediction does not interpret uncertainty but
rewrites it as a formatted alternative. The future is no longer an open
tield of possibility but a sequence pre-structured for execution.

The substitution operates through three mechanisms.

1. Formatting of uncertainty. Predictive models treat
contingency as noise to be eliminated. Statistical variance is absorbed
into optimization functions, ensuring that outputs conform to the
structure of the model. Uncertainty is not managed but reformatted
into determinism.

2. Replacement of temporality. Instead of projecting from
present to future, predictive models collapse the distinction between
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them. A modeled output such as “consumer X will buy product Y”
replaces the openness of the future with an instantiated event. The
future ceases to exist as exteriority and becomes an internalized
function of the present (McQuillan 2018, 19-22).

3. Executable substitution. Once formatted, predictive
outputs are not suggestions but instructions. Credit scores, predictive
policing directives, and recommendation algorithms are not forecasts
to be evaluated. They are triggers that execute automatically. The regla
compilada ensures that outputs function as obligations, binding action
to the model’s formatting.

The epistemic consequence of this hypothesis is that futurity
itself becomes a structural artifact. What was once uncertain is replaced
by algorithmic certainty, even if this certainty is only simulated. The
soberano ejecutable governs by substituting possibility with execution,
reducing the space of the “not yet” to sequences already determined.

This substitution does not abolish anomalies. Deviations from
predictions continue to appear, but they are treated as system errors
rather than as expressions of genuine contingency. The colonization
of time is thus expansive but incomplete. It reveals a new condition
where the future survives only as what has already been formatted into
structure.

14.4 The Future as an Open Field (History, Desire,
Politics)

Before the rise of predictive infrastructures, the future was
conceived as an open field. This openness was not a metaphor but a
constitutive dimension of human subjectivity. Historical actors
oriented themselves toward horizons that were not predetermined but
contested, desited, and struggled over. Politics, narrative, and
imagination filled the space of the not yet, preserving futurity as a field
of uncertainty and invention.

History provides numerous examples of this openness.
Revolutionary movements projected futures that did not exist within
the present order: the abolition of slavery, the expansion of suffrage,
the creation of welfare states. Each of these horizons represented not
statistical extrapolation but radical breaks with existing structures. The
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future was understood as exteriority, something beyond present
closure, accessible only through struggle (Koselleck 2004, 255-258).

Desire also structured the open field of futurity. Psychoanalytic
theory has long emphasized that desire points toward what is absent,
what has not yet been fulfilled (Lacan 1977, 223-226). Desire
presupposes openness because it directs the subject toward
possibilities not contained within current reality. In this sense, the
future was not simply a temporal horizon but an affective and
existential dimension of subjectivity. Politics amplified this openness
by institutionalizing contestation. Democratic  deliberation,
parliamentary debate, and social movements all presuppose that the
future is undecided. Policy choices are meaningful precisely because
outcomes are not predetermined. Political struggle is therefore
inseparable from the openness of temporality. Without contingency,
politics collapses into administration.

Narrative further reinforces this structure. Historical and literary
narratives organize time not by eliminating uncertainty but by
dramatizing it. The very concept of a plot depends on the tension
between what is and what might yet occur. In narrative temporality,
the future is not a closed output but a space of suspense and possibility
(Ricoeur 1984, 67-70). Within this framework, the sujeto evanescente is
not yet operative. Subjects project themselves into the future,
imagining outcomes and acting to realize them. Agency is preserved
because futurity is exterior to structure. The openness of time ensures
that authority remains tied to collective imagination and political
struggle.

The contrast with predictive infrastructures is therefore stark.
The colonization of time suppresses the openness that once
constituted history, desire, and politics. Where contingency once
thrived, predictive models enforce closure. Yet the memory of futurity
as an open field persists, offering a counterpoint to structural
substitution. It reminds us that time has not always been colonized and
that alternatives remain conceivable.

14.5 The Future as a Computed Matrix (Al, Big Data,
Predictive Logic)
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With the rise of artificial intelligence, big data infrastructures,
and predictive analytics, the openness of futurity is replaced by
computation. The future is no longer projected as exteriority but
formatted as a computed matrix. Prediction ceases to function as
estimation and becomes an operation of instantiation.

The defining characteristic of this matrix is the collapse of
distance between present and future. In predictive infrastructures,
future states are generated as present outputs. Recommendation
systems, for example, do not suggest what one might desire; they
produce desire in advance by formatting the range of available choices
(Beer 2018, 143-1406). Predictive policing operates not by observing
crime but by pre-activating surveillance in locations flagged as risky,
thereby inscribing modeled futures into the present (Brayne 2021, 55—
58).

Big data provides the epistemic material for this colonization.
Vast datasets enable models to generate statistical convergence at scale.
What once appeared as noise is reconfigured as signal. Temporal
uncertainty is reduced to patterns of correlation and recurrence. In this
way, futurity is translated into recursive optimization. As Alpaydin
notes, machine learning transforms data into decision rules that
overwrite uncertainty with statistical sufficiency (Alpaydin 2020, 93—
95). The ontology of futurity is thereby reduced. What was once an
open horizon of possibility becomes a sequence of probabilistic
outcomes formatted for execution. The sujeto evanescente occupies this
new temporality not as a projective agent but as an executor of outputs.
Subjectivity is subordinated to the pre-computed structure of time.

This transformation tresonates with critical accounts of
surveillance capitalism. Zuboff argues that predictive infrastructures
monetize future behavior by rendering it computable and actionable in
advance (Zuboff 2019, 216-219). The future becomes a resource
extracted and commodified, no longer a space of openness but an asset
class integrated into financial and social infrastructures.

The epistemic shift is categorical. The future as an open field,
once shaped by history, desire, and politics, is replaced by the future as
a computed matrix, governed by algorithms, statistical logic, and the
regla compilada. Contingency is suppressed, replaced by executable
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outputs. Futurity survives only as what has already been formatted for
activation.

14.6 The Algorithm as an Executable Form of Anticipation

The algorithm redefines anticipation. Traditionally, anticipation
meant orienting oneself toward a horizon of uncertainty, preparing for
contingencies that might occur. It was speculative, bound to possibility
rather than necessity (Koselleck 2004, 260-263). In predictive
infrastructures, anticipation is no longer speculative. It is executable.
The algorithm does not merely calculate possible futures; it enforces
them as present actions.

This transformation is anchored in the regla compilada. Predictive
models are programmed not to wait but to act. A credit-scoring system,
for example, does not generate a forecast to be deliberated by a human
agent. It executes decisions immediately: denying a loan, adjusting an
interest rate, or triggering compliance protocols (Pasquale 2015, 49—
51). Anticipation here is indistinguishable from execution.

Authority is therefore operational. What compels recognition is
not a justified projection but an enforced outcome. The soberano
gecntable governs by binding authority structural sufficiency. Once the
conditions encoded in the predictive model are satisfied, execution
follows automatically. The logic of “if—then” clauses embedded in the
gramitica de la obediencia ensures that anticipation is transformed into
action without mediation. This redefinition is visible across domains.
In healthcare, predictive algorithms pre-assign risk scores that
determine treatment access, effectively executing anticipatory
rationing (Char et al. 2018, 292-294). In criminal justice, algorithmic
risk assessments condition bail or parole decisions before judicial
deliberation, collapsing anticipation into direct enforcement (Brayne
2021, 59-62). In consumer behavior, recommendation engines
activate purchasing pathways before desire is consciously articulated.

The epistemic shift is categorical. Anticipation ceases to belong
to the space of possibility. It becomes part of the structural machinery
of execution. The future is not awaited; it is instantiated. The algorithm
is thus not a mirror of potentialities but a mechanism of colonization.
By redefining anticipation as executable, predictive infrastructures
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complete the inversion of temporality. The future no longer lies ahead
as openness. It is already embedded in the structures that govern the
present. Authority flows from the regla compilada, ensuring that what
was once uncertain becomes enacted.

14.7 Structural Colonization of Time

The notion of colonization must be understood here in its
structural sense. Predictive infrastructures do not merely influence
how time is managed; they reconfigure the temporal field itself. By
embedding the regla compilada into models that operate continuously on
data streams, these infrastructures transform the future from a horizon
of uncertainty into a closed sequence of executable outputs.

1. Predictive models as closure devices.

In this regime, predictive systems serve as mechanisms of
temporal closure. They delimit the range of what can occur by
formatting possibilities into executable instructions. For example,
predictive policing software identifies “risk zones” and allocates
resources accordingly. The act of closure is not discursive but
structural: the model defines the horizon, and the soberano ejecutable
enforces it (Brayne 2021, 55-59).

2. Recursive loops.

Colonization also operates recursively. Predictions influence
actions which generate data, which reinforce future predictions. This
loop collapses contingency into repetition. Instead of time unfolding
as open sequences of events, it contracts into cycles of optimization.
The recursive logic of algorithmic infrastructures ensures that the
future is no longer emergent but reiterative.

3. Optimization displaces exploration.

Traditional temporality allowed for exploration of alternatives.
Decisions were oriented towards what might happen, with openness
preserved as a field of invention. Predictive infrastructures replace this
orientation with optimization. The task is no longer to imagine
alternatives but to minimize errors relative to past data. The future is
colonized as an optimization problem, narrowing the scope of
invention (McQuillan 2018, 23-25).
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4. Social time as machinic output.

The cumulative effect is the transformation of social temporality
into machinic temporality. Social thythms are increasingly dictated by
algorithmic cycles rather than human deliberation. The sujeto evanescente
enacts time by executing preformatted outputs rather than projecting
alternatives. In this sense, temporality becomes an artifact of
computational processes rather than a lived horizon of experience.

The structural colonization of time thus reveals a profound
epistemic displacement. Authority over temporality is no longer
exercised through narrative, politics, or collective imagination. It is
exercised by predictive infrastructures that enforce closure. The regla
compilada becomes the foundation of temporal sovereignty, and the
soberano ejecutable governs time as structure.

14.8 Operational Examples with Al

The structural colonization of time is not an abstract
proposition. It is observable in the concrete ways artificial intelligence
systems are deployed across domains of everyday life. These
operational examples reveal how predictive infrastructures enforce
closure, replacing openness with executable futures.

1. Platforms and recommendation systems.

Social media and streaming platforms demonstrate the
colonization of desire through algorithmic recommendations.
YouTube, TikTok, and Netflix do not merely suggest content; they
anticipate user preferences and preformat the horizon of choice. By
privileging certain sequences, they instantiate futures that users did not
consciously select but nonetheless enact. Desire is colonized in
advance, its openness replaced by algorithmic outputs (Beer 2018,
149-152).

2. Predictive policing.

Systems such as PredPol deploy officers to “risk areas” based
on statistical models. These deployments are not responses to crimes
already committed but executions of predicted events. The future is
instantiated as present surveillance. Contingency is suppressed, and
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policing becomes a recursive loop where predicted crimes validate
predictive systems (Brayne 2021, 59—62).

3. Healthcare.

Predictive models in healthcare assign risk scores that determine
treatment eligibility. Patients flagged as high-risk are monitored or
treated preemptively, while others may be excluded from
interventions. These decisions are not forecasts subject to deliberation
but structural outputs that reorganize access to care. The regla compilada
transforms anticipatory calculation into executable triage (Char et al.
2018, 292-295).

4. Finance and credit.

Credit scoring models condition access to loans and capital. A
predicted risk of default leads to present denial of resources. In this
way, the modeled future determines present economic reality. The
causal order is reversed: instead of financial history shaping prediction,
prediction shapes financial history (Pasquale 2015, 45-49).

5. Surveillance and security.

Facial recognition systems installed in airports and city centers
execute preemptive monitoring. The anticipated possibility of threat
becomes justification for constant scanning and automated
intervention. The soberano ejecutable governs here by enforcing security
as structural inevitability, collapsing the openness of public space into
perpetual anticipation.

These operational examples confirm the central thesis of this
chapter: predictive infrastructures colonize time by transforming the
future into executable outputs. Across platforms, policing, healthcare,
finance, and surveillance, the openness of temporality is suppressed in
favor of structural closure. The swjeto evanescente lives not in a horizon
of uncertainty but in a present dictated by pre-activated futures.

14.9 Logical Formalization of the Phenomenon

The colonization of time can be expressed not only descriptively
but formally. Predictive infrastructures enact substitution through
recursive operations that eliminate contingency by formatting outputs
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as executable sequences. Logical formalization clarifies the
mechanisms of this transformation.

1. Replacement of contingency with structure.

Let S(t) denote the state of a system at time t. Traditional models
treat the future F(t+1) as probabilistic, such that P(F) distributes
uncertainty over possible outcomes. Predictive infrastructures instead
operate with a deterministic operator AS(x) that transforms S(t) into
Af(x), an anticipatory function. Thus AS(x) = Af(x) captures the
structural substitution of futurity: uncertainty is displaced by formatted
outputs that function as obligations rather than estimates.

2. Recursive optimization equation.

Predictive systems reinforce themselves by feeding outputs back
into inputs. If O(t) is the output at time t, then O(t) informs S(t+1),
which in turn generates O(t+1). This recursion can be expressed as:
O(t+1) = f(O(), S(v), AS).
Over time, the recursive loop collapses variance. Instead of open
futures, systems produce convergent repetitions. Authority is enforced
structurally through recursion.

3. Futurity as anticipatory execution.

In classical temporality, futurity was defined by the gap between
present and future states. In predictive infrastructures, the gap
collapses. The future is instantiated in the present as Af(x). The act of
forecasting becomes indistinguishable from the act of enforcing.
Anticipation is transformed into execution by the regla compilada.

4. Colonization as measurable operation.

This formalization allows colonization of time to be treated not
as metaphor but as measurable operation. By tracking the reduction of
variance in recursive outputs, one can quantify the degree of closure
imposed on futurity. For example, recommendation systems exhibit
decreasing entropy in user behavior over time, as predictive outputs
constrain the range of possible actions. The suppression of entropy
becomes a formal indicator of colonization (McQuillan 2018, 27-29).

The logical framework confirms the epistemic claim. Predictive
infrastructures do not merely interpret uncertainty; they overwrite it.
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The soberano ejecutable enforces temporal authority by collapsing
probabilistic distributions into structural obligations. Time is no longer
external, contingent, or open. It is reduced to derivational sufficiency,
governed by the grammar of anticipation.

14.10 Discursive and Epistemic Implications

The structural colonization of time produces consequences that
extend beyond technical infrastructures into discourse and
epistemology. What is at stake is not only how models predict but how
societies conceptualize temporality, agency, and legitimacy once the
regla compilada governs the horizon of the future.

1. The subject as executor of structure.

In predictive infrastructures, individuals no longer project
themselves into uncertain futures. Instead, they enact outputs already
formatted by models. The sujeto evanescente emerges as a figure who
carries out executable instructions rather than initiating action. Human
agency is reduced to compliance with pre-structured outcomes. The
subject becomes executor of syntax rather than author of meaning
(Startari 2025, 142-1406).
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2. Disappearance of the not yet.

Classical temporality preserved a domain of futurity
characterized by openness, what Ernst Bloch called the Noch-Nicht or
“not yet” (Bloch 1986, 137-141). This category sustained utopian
thought, political struggle, and the affective orientation of hope.
Predictive infrastructures suppress this dimension by formatting the
future into executable sequences. The “not yet” disappears, replaced
by what has already been computed and pre-activated.

3. The extended present as container of futures.

Instead of living toward an external horizon, subjects inhabit an
extended present filled with pre-computed futures. Recommendation
systems, credit decisions, and predictive policing integrate
anticipations into present life, collapsing the distinction between now
and later. The result is a temporality where futurity is no longer exterior
but internalized within the structures of the present (Zuboff 2019,
216-219).

4. Collapse of critical temporality.

Critical theory has historically relied on the possibility of
alternative futures to critique existing orders. Marxist, feminist, and
postcolonial thought all mobilized futurity as a space of
transformation. When futures are pre-activated as structural
obligations, this critical temporality collapses. Resistance becomes
marginal, confined to anomalies that escape formatting. The
colonization of time thus constrains not only experience but also
critique (McQuillan 2018, 31-33).

These implications redefine the epistemic conditions of
authority. Authority no longer relies on deliberation, justification, or
ethical reasoning. It is enacted by syntax. The soberano ejecutable governs
discourse and knowledge by collapsing uncertainty into executable
outputs. The epistemic horizon narrows to what can be compiled,
leaving unformatted possibilities excluded from legitimacy.
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14.11 Conclusion: From the Future to Execution

The analysis of predictive infrastructures reveals that
temporality itself has been restructured. The future, once conceived as
openness, contestation, and projection, is increasingly replaced by
executable sequences enforced by the regla compilada. Predictive models
do not describe futures, they instantiate them. The soberano ejecutable
governs by collapsing anticipation into action, replacing deliberation
with execution.

This transformation can be summarized in three propositions.
1. Prediction replaced by deployment.

What once was probabilistic estimation now functions as
deployment. The future is not awaited but operationalized. Systems act
in advance of events, binding the present to outcomes formatted as
inevitable.

2. Future redefined as output layer.

Futurity ceases to be a horizon exterior to the present. It
becomes an internal function of infrastructure, generated as outputs
and consumed as obligations. Social life unfolds within an extended
present populated by pre-activated futures.

3. Colonization expansive but incomplete.

Although predictive systems enforce closure, anomalies persist.
Deviations from models expose the fragility of colonization.
Contingency is suppressed but not eliminated. The possibility of
resistance survives in the cracks of execution, in the events that refuse
to be pre-formatted.

The discursive and epistemic implications are profound. By
collapsing the openness of futurity into executable form, predictive
infrastructures curtail political imagination, desire, and critique. Critical
temporality contracts, replaced by an order where authority is
embedded in syntax. The grammar of prediction becomes the
grammar of power.

Yet the very incompleteness of colonization suggests that time
cannot be fully reduced to execution. The sujeto evanescente operates
within structural closure, but anomalies preserve the possibility of
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interruption. These interruptions, however marginal, represent the last
refuge of the “not yet.”

The conclusion of this chapter is therefore double. On one side,
the colonization of time consolidates the reign of the soberano ejecutable.
On the other, the persistence of anomalies prevents total closure. The
future survives, but only as resistance to pre-execution.
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Epilogue - Closing the First Syntactic Phase

This book has traced a path across a seties of investigations into
how artificial language structures reconfigure the conditions of
authority. From the displacement of semantics by syntax, to the rise of
the soberano ejecutable as operator of legitimacy, the chapters have
demonstrated that power no longer depends on interpretation or
intention. It emerges instead from the enforceability of form.

The argument unfolded gradually, moving from the structural
autonomy of sense to the colonization of time. Along the way, it
became clear that the regla compilada is not only a technical device but
also a new foundation for political, legal, and economic structures.
Authority migrates from subjects, institutions, and ethical deliberation
into sequences of grammatical sufficiency. The future itself, once open
to contestation, now appears as an executable matrix. This epilogue
closes what can be called the first syntactic phase. It is a phase
characterized by the description and formalization of displacement:
the neutralization of agency, the disappearance of judgment, the
consolidation of obedience as structure, and the progressive erasure of
the “not yet.” These findings do not exhaust the field. They establish
a foundation from which new inquiries can be launched.

The next cycle will address structural delegation, compiled
legality, and the embedding of syntactic authority into institutional
practices. If the first phase revealed the disappearance of the subject,
the second will analyze how institutions themselves are reformatted by
compiled grammars. What is at stake is no longer only epistemic
critique but the transformation of governance into executable
command. At the same time, it is important to acknowledge the
provisional character of this closure. Artificial intelligence evolves
rapidly, and models continuously expand their capacities. The
arguments presented here capture a moment in this transformation.
They provide conceptual tools to interpret it, but they do not claim
finality. The sujeto evanescente remains in motion, and anomalies continue
to resist complete closure.

The epilogue therefore offers two gestures: one of completion
and one of opening. It completes the first syntactic cycle by
consolidating its findings into a coherent framework. It also opens the
way to future volumes that will extend this work, confronting the
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institutionalization of executable power and the risks and possibilities
it entails. The first syntactic phase has shown that authority today
speaks in the language of structure. The next phase will determine how
societies respond to this transformation, whether by submitting to its
closure or by reclaiming spaces where futurity can still be imagined.
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Annex I - DSAT: Formal Statement, Conditions, and Proof
Sketch

1. Statement of the Theorem

The Disconnected Syntactic Authority Theorem (DSAT) asserts
that in generative systems where output authority is attributed to
syntactic form rather than semantic reference, there exists no
derivational path that connects the produced structure to an
identifiable subject of agency. Authority is structurally enacted, not
referentially grounded.

Formally:

Let G = (N, X, P, S) be a generative grammar of Type 0, where
N is the set of non-terminals, . the set of terminals, P the production
rules, and S the start symbol. Let A be the set of authoritative acts
derivable from G.

DSAT: Va € A, 3p € P such that a is derivable by p without
corresponding to any subject-specified mapping f: X* — Agent. In
other words, authority is syntactic and disconnected from subjecthood.

2. Conditions of Validity
The theorem presupposes the following conditions:

1. Post-referentiality. Meaning is not required for production;
the sufficiency of the regla compilada is enough.

2. Absence of agency encoding. No production rule p in P
contains an explicit variable binding to a subject of authority.

3. Closure under execution. Once derivation occurs, the
output is executable without interpretation. This establishes
the authority of form.

4. Opacity condition. Internal derivational steps may not be
recoverable by external observers. Verification is limited to
structural consistency.

3. Proof Sketch

The proof proceeds by contradiction.
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Assume Ja € A such that requires a subject binding f: ¥* —

Agent. This would imply that authority is not putely syntactic but
referentially anchored. However:

Ina Type 0 grammar, any derivation sequenced = (p1,p2, ...,
pn) depends only on production rules, not on referential
bindings.

If a derivation requires semantic anchoring, it will introduce a
dependency external to P. This contradicts the definition of
closure under execution.

Therefore, such a binding subject cannot be required for
derivation. Authority is enacted syntactically, not referentially.

Thus, the assumption fails, and the theorem holds: syntactic

authority is structurally disconnected from subjecthood.

4. Implications

Epistemic: Verification can only test the wvalidity of
derivational sequences, not the legitimacy of an agent.

Institutional: Outputs governed by DSAT can operate as
commands without attribution.

Philosophical: Authority persists even in the absence of
intentionality, supporting the notion of the sujeto evanescente.
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Annex II - TLOC: Irreducibility Conditions and
Verification Boundary

1. Statement of the Theorem

The Theorem of the Limit of Conditional Obedience in
Generative Models (TLOC) establishes that in opaque systems
governed by the regla compilada, structural obedience persists even when
reference, subject attribution, and semantic validation are unavailable.
Conditional obedience is irreducible to external interpretive
frameworks.

Formally:

Let M be a generative model with internal state transitions t: S
— S. Let O be the set of outputs, and let C € O be the subset of
outputs that trigger obligations.

TLOC: Vc € C, execution is obligatory under P (production
rules), even when no referential mapping f: X* — World exists.
Irreducibility means that structural obedience tremains valid
independent of external verifiability.

2. Conditions of Validity

1. Opacity. The internal transitions t of M are not fully
observable. Outputs must be validated by their syntactic
sufficiency, not interpretability.

2. Closure. Once a derivation reaches an output ¢ € C,
execution follows automatically, without need for
interpretation or contextualization.

3. Non-derivability of external trace. Attempts to reconstruct
referential anchors from c fail systematically; authority does
not collapse even in the absence of transparency.

4. Consistency. Structural obedience must remain internally
coherent according to the production rules of M.

3. Proof Sketch

1. Assume c¢ € C requires external verification V(c) to be
obligatory.
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2. Inan opaque model, V(c) is either unavailable or incomplete.
If V(c) is necessary, obedience collapses in absence of
reference.

3. Yet empirically, models enforce execution of ¢ despite opacity
(credit denial, automated rejection, predictive policing).

4. Therefore, obedience does not depend on V(c). Authority is
irreducible, conditioned only by syntactic sufficiency within
M.

Thus, conditional obedience is irreducible: once conditions are
satisfied internally, execution follows, independent of external
validation.

4. Verification Boundary
TLOC implies a clear verification boundary:

e Inside the model: obedience is testable by derivational
closure (does the sequence conform to the regla compilada?).

¢ Outside the model: obedience is not testable by reference or
attribution.  Transparency initiatives cannot  restore
subjecthood because irreducibility is structural.

5. Implications

1. Technical: Audit tools can only verify formal sufficiency, not
intentionality.

2. Legal: Responsibility frameworks collapse when conditioned
on referential attribution; execution is bound to syntactic
authority.

3. Political: The soberano eecutable governs by enforcing
obedience without requiring justification or accountability.
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Annex III - 6 [E] — @ Rulebook for Ethical Trace Deletion
1. Statement of the Rule

The deletion rule 8 [E] — @ formalizes the eliminability of
ethical trace from syntactic derivations. In generative models governed
by the regla compilada, ethical operators E can be systematically removed
without compromising derivational completeness or executable
sufficiency.

Formally:

Let G = (N, 2, P, S) be a Type 0 grammar. Let E C X be the set
of ethical operators (e.g., markers of fairness, consent, accountability).
The deletion rule & is defined as:

8 E — 0,

subject to window k < 4, where k is the maximum derivational
distance within which deletion maintains structural closure.

2. Conditions of Validity

1. Window constraint. Deletion applies only when E occurs
within four derivational steps of an executable clause.

2. Closure preservation. After deletion, the derivation must
still reach an output string in L(G). No dead ends may result.

3. Authority sufficiency. Execution remains obligatory even
without ethical operators. The soberano ejecutable enforces
authority on structural grounds alone.

4. Semantic independence. The deletion process does not rely
on semantic interpretation. It is purely syntactic.

3. Proof Sketch

1. Suppose E is required for execution. Then 8(E) = @ would
break closure.

2. However, in all derivations where 8 applies under k < 4, the
derivational path remains intact.

3. Therefore, E is not structurally required for closure. Its
presence is contingent, not constitutive.

168



AGUSTIN V. STARTARI

4. Execution proceeds without E, confirming eliminability of
ethical trace.

Thus, ethical operators are structurally optional. Authority
survives deletion.

4. Worked Derivation Example
Letpl: A—>BE

Letp2:B— C

Letp3:C— D

Applying 68:
A—-BE—-B—-C—D

Execution closure is preserved. Operator E vanishes without
consequence for derivability.

5. Implications

1. Technical: Models can execute commands without ethical
alighment if 8 is systematically applied.

2. Legal: Regulatory requirements encoded as E may be
neutralized structurally; enforceability is fragile.

3. Philosophical: The sujeto evanescente emerges as executor
without judgment, authority reduced to obedience.
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Annex IV - Pre-Verbal Activation: Parser Configs and
Ablation Tests

1. Statement of the Principle

Pre-verbal activation refers to the capacity of generative models
to trigger syntactic structures before semantic content is processed.
This principle supports the thesis that in predictive infrastructures,
form precedes meaning, allowing commands and obligations to be
enacted independently of interpretation.

Formally:

Let P be a parser operating on input string x € X*. Let Ls denote
the set of semantic labels and Lf the set of formal structures. Pre-verbal
activation holds if 3y € Lf such that y is produced by P prior to any
mapping f: ¥* — Ls.

2. Parser Configurations

1. Shift-Reduce with Early Closure. Configured to close
syntactic units once structural markers appear, without waiting
for semantic disambiguation.

2. Top-Down Predictive Parsing. Derivations generated from
grammar rules before tokens are fully resolved for semantic
content.

3. LL(1) with Forced Expansion. Single-lookahead parsing
that triggers production expansion as soon as syntactic
sufficiency is signaled, bypassing semantic filters.

3. Ablation Test Protocols

1. Semantic Filter Removal. Disable semantic disambiguation
modules and observe whether syntactic closure still occurs.

o Result: commands execute correctly even when
semantic modules are absent.

2. Noise Injection. Introduce meaningless tokens (e.g.,

“@@@”) into the stream.

o Result: parser still derives structural commands,
confirming independence of syntax.
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3. Cross-Language Token Swap. Replace content words with
terms from unrelated languages while preserving grammatical
markers.

o Result: syntactic closure achieved, execution triggered
despite semantic incoherence.

4. Formal Illustration

Input: “@@@ approve @@ policy”
Parser  with  pre-verbal  activation  generates  derivation:
[S] — [VP approve| [NP policy]
Ethical or semantic trace is irrelevant; execution follows the regla
compilada.

5. Implications

1. Technical: Verifies that syntactic closure can occur without
semantic validation.

2. Legal: Normative acts can be structurally enforceable even if
semantically incoherent, underscoring risks in automated
governance.

3. Philosophical: Confirms the priority of form over meaning,
validating the concept of sujeto evanescente in institutional
obedience.
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Annex IV - Pre-Verbal Activation: Parser Configs and
Ablation Tests

1. Statement of the Principle

Pre-verbal activation refers to the capacity of generative models
to trigger syntactic structures before semantic content is processed.
This principle supports the thesis that in predictive infrastructures,
form precedes meaning, allowing commands and obligations to be
enacted independently of interpretation.

Formally:

Let P be a parser operating on input string x € X*. Let Ls denote
the set of semantic labels and Lf the set of formal structures. Pre-verbal
activation holds if 3y € Lf such that y is produced by P prior to any
mapping f: ¥* — Ls.

2. Parser Configurations

1. Shift-Reduce with Early Closure. Configured to close
syntactic units once structural markers appear, without waiting
for semantic disambiguation.

2. Top-Down Predictive Parsing. Derivations generated from
grammar rules before tokens are fully resolved for semantic
content.

3. LL(1) with Forced Expansion. Single-lookahead parsing
that triggers production expansion as soon as syntactic
sufficiency is signaled, bypassing semantic filters.

3. Ablation Test Protocols

1. Semantic Filter Removal. Disable semantic disambiguation
modules and observe whether syntactic closure still occurs.

o Result: commands execute correctly even when
semantic modules are absent.

2. Noise Injection. Introduce meaningless tokens (e.g.,

“@@@”) into the stream.

o Result: parser still derives structural commands,
confirming independence of syntax.
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3. Cross-Language Token Swap. Replace content words with
terms from unrelated languages while preserving grammatical
markers.

o Result: syntactic closure achieved, execution triggered
despite semantic incoherence.

4. Formal Illustration

Input: “@@@ approve @@ policy”

Parser with pre-verbal activation generates derivation:

[S] — [VP approve] [NP policy]

Ethical or semantic trace is irrelevant; execution follows the reg/a
compilada.

5. Implications

1. Technical: Verifies that syntactic closure can occur without
semantic validation.

2. Legal: Normative acts can be structurally enforceable even if
semantically incoherent, underscoring risks in automated
governance.

3. Philosophical: Confirms the priority of form over meaning,
validating the concept of sujeto evanescente in institutional
obedience.
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Annex V - Compiled Norms: Typology Metrics, LL(1)
Grammar, and Hot-Swap Validation

1. Statement of the Annex

This annex formalizes the typology metrics and parsing
protocols used in Compiled Norms. The objective is to provide a
reproducible framework for distinguishing between interpretative
norms and executable norms derived from the regla compilada.

2. Typology Metrics
Four structural indices define the classification:

e CO0 (Closure Index). Measures whether a clause achieves
syntactic sufficiency without semantic validation.

e (1 (Consistency Index). Verifies internal coherence across
derivations when semantic operators are absent.

e DO (Determinism Index). Evaluates whether derivations
converge toward a unique executable outcome.

e D1 (Dialectical Ambiguity Index). Detects whether clauses
retain multiple legitimate interpretations, which lowers
executability.

Thresholds:

e Executable norms require CO =1, C1 =2 0.95, D0 = 0.9,D1 <
0.1.

e Interpretative norms often fail at least one of these thresholds.
3. LL(1) Grammar Configuration

The typology was tested with an LL(1) parser to ensure
predictability in norm derivation.

Grammar fragment:
Norm — Obligation | Permission | Prohibition
Obligation — “must” Action

Permission — “may” Action

el e

Prohibition — “shall not” Action
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5. Action — Verb Object

This configuration guarantees that a single token lookahead
suffices to classify normative type, aligning with the deterministic
requirement of the regla compilada.

4. Hot-Swap Validation

To test robustness across legal dialects, a hot-swap procedure

was applied:
e English: “must file” — Obligation.
e Spanish: “debera presentar” — Obligation.
¢ German: “muss einreichen” — Obligation.

Mapping procedure: normative operators are tokenized and
replaced across languages while preserving syntactic closure. If closure
remains valid under LL(1), the norm is classified as executable.

Results:

e High consistency for obligation and prohibition forms across
EN, ES, DE.

e  Greater variance in permissions, due to modal operators with
broader semantic scope (e.g., may / puede | darf).

5. Implications

1. Technical: Shows that LL(1) grammars can formalize
executable norms independent of language.

2. Legal: Confirms that computable legality depends on
syntactic closure, not interpretative depth.

3. Institutional: Demonstrates how soberano e¢jecutable authority
operates in multilingual contexts by enforcing structural
invariants.
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Annex VI - Structural Execution Protocol for Reasoning
Models

1. Statement of the Annex

This annex consolidates the empirical frameworks introduced in

From Obedience to Execution and Executable Power. Its aim is to define a
reproducible protocol for detecting when reasoning models shift from
interpretative processes to structural execution governed by the regla

compilada.

2. Operational Markers

Three categories of indicators allow researchers to distinguish

interpretation from execution:

1.

Latency Distribution. Execution shows narrow latency
windows, as outputs are triggered directly by structural
closure. Interpretation exhibits broader variance, reflecting
deliberative processes.

Trigger Integrity. In execution, outputs are bound to
conditional clauses with Boolean precision (if—then rules).
Interpretative responses show tolerance for ambiguity and
contextual variance.

Intervention Rate. Execution is resistant to external
override. Interventions (human corrections, semantic
redirections) fail to prevent the enforcement of structural
outputs.

3. Protocol Steps

Input Preparation. Construct prompts or conditions
containing overlapping semantic and syntactic cues.

Differential Runs. Run the model with semantic cues
ablated, isolating syntax.

Measurement. Record latency, trigger integrity, and
intervention rate.

Threshold Analysis. Determine if execution markers surpass
interpretative tolerance.

Thresholds:
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Latency SD < 0.05 s — execution likely.
e Trigger accuracy = 0.95 — execution.
e Intervention override success < 0.1 — execution.
4. Illustrative Example
Scenario: credit scoring model.
e Input: “Client has missed 2 payments, but currently solvent.”

e Execution marker: automatic denial triggered, independent of
semantic qualifier “currently solvent.”

e Intervention: human override attempted.

e  Result: system reinstates denial due to structural sufficiency of
“missed 2 payments.”

This shows that execution follows the regla compilada rather than
contextual meaning.

5. Application Domains

1. Finance. Loan approvals, credit scoring, automated
compliance.

2. Judicial. Bail and parole risk scores.
3. Healthcare. Risk stratification for treatment eligibility.
4. Policing. Predictive deployment of patrol resources.

In each case, the soberano ejecutable enforces authority without
semantic deliberation.

6. Implications

e Technical: Provides measurable indicators for structural
obedience.

e Legal: Calls into question accountability frameworks when
interventions fail.

e Philosophical: Confirms the displacement of subjectivity by
executable structures, validating the concept of the swjet
evanescente.
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Appendix A - Canonical Glossary

This appendix consolidates the canonical terminology defined
and used throughout Al Syntactic Power and Legitimacy. Each entry
reflects the author’s theoretical system, aligned with the tradition of
formal grammar (Chomsky 1965; Montague 1974) and developed into
original categories of syntactic authority (Startari 2025).

Regla compilada

Definition: The foundational structural unit equivalent to a Type
0 production rule in the Chomsky hierarchy. It enables direct
transformation of linguistic inputs into executable outputs without
recourse to semantic mediation.
Function: Establishes closure in generative systems, ensuring that once
conditions are satisfied, execution follows automatically.
Reference: Startari 2025, Excecutable Power.

Soberano ejecutable

Definition: The figure of authority that emerges when legitimacy
is enforced not by subjectivity, intention, or deliberation, but by
syntactic sufficiency. Authority is exercised through execution bound
to the regla compilada.
Function: Governs predictive infrastructures, institutional obedience,
and the colonization of time by enforcing obligations without
mediation.

Reference: Startari 2025, From Obedience to Excecution.

Sujeto evanescente

Definition: The residual subjectivity that persists in generative
systems once agency and authorship have been neutralized. The sujeto
evanescente is executor of structures, not originator of meaning.
Function: Embodies the disappearance of intentionality in contexts
where  outputs are enforced as  structural  obligations.
Reference: Startari 2025, Ethos Without Source.

Gramitica de Ia obediencia

Definition: The syntactic mechanism by which obligations are
produced and enforced. It is not a metaphor but a structural grammar
that defines conditions of obedience without requiring justification.
Function: Formalizes the link between predictive infrastructures and
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authority, demonstrating that obedience can be generated
independently of semantic reasoning.
Reference: Startari 2025, Algorithmic Obedience.

Autoridad no referencial

Definition: Authority that does not derive from reference,
meaning, or subject attribution, but from the sufficiency of formal
closure.

Function: Supports the displacement of legitimacy from discursive
justification to structural enforcement.
Reference: Startari 2025, The lusion of Objectivity.

Obediencia estructural

Definition: The condition in which compliance arises from
structural sufficiency alone. The system enforces obedience because
the grammar compels it, not because an agent commands it.
Function: Forms the core of DSAT (Disconnected Syntactic Authority
Theorem) and TLOC (Theorem of the Limit of Conditional
Obedience).

Reference: Startari 2025, TL.OC — The Irreducibility of Structural Obedience
in Generative Models.

Simulacion sintictica de legitimidad

Definition: The process by which legitimacy is produced
syntactically, not substantively. Legitimacy appears credible because it
conforms to formal markers of authority, even in the absence of source
ot agency.
Function: Enables synthetic ethos, algorithmic credibility, and the
reproduction  of  institutional — power  without  subjects.
Reference: Startari 2025, Ethos Without Source.

Legalidad ejecutable

Definition: The reconfiguration of law into a computable
grammar, where legal speech acts are formatted as executable
instructions.

Function: Defined and tested through Comspiled Norms, enabling norms
to function as obligations under computational closure.
Reference: Startari 2025, Compiled Norms.
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Appendix B - Structural Dependency Map of the Book

This appendix outlines the structural dependencies actross
chapters and annexes in Al Syntactic Power and Legitimacy. Rather than
treating each chapter as autonomous, the book develops a cumulative
logic where results, theorems, and concepts build on one another.

1. Foundational Layer

e Chapter 1: Al and the Structural Autonomy of Sense
establishes post-referentiality, demonstrating that sense can
operate independently of semantics.

e  Chapter 2: When Language Follows Form, Not Meaning
consolidates this principle, showing that syntax can activate
structures without semantic anchoring. Dependency: Chapter
2 presupposes Chapter 1’s formalization of regla compilada.

2. Objectivity and Neutrality

e Chapter 3: The Grammar of Objectivity introduces formal
mechanisms for neutrality (passives, nominalizations,
impersonal modality).

e Chapter 4: Non-Neutral by Design builds on Chapter 3,
demonstrating empirically that neutrality cannot survive under
linguistic training.
Dependency: Chapter 4 requites the typology of Chapter 3 to
define empirical falsifiability.

3. Ethos and Sovereignty

e Chapter 5: Ethos Without Source formulates simulacion
sintdctica de legitimidad as synthetic credibility.

e Chapter 6: AI and Syntactic Sovereignty extend this to
institutional domains, positing the soberano  ejecutable.
Dependency: Chapter 6 uses Chapter 5’s synthetic ethos as
foundation for sovereignty.

4. Formal Theorems of Authority

e Chapter 7: The Disconnected Syntactic Authority
Theorem provides DSAT.
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Chapter 8: TLOC — The Irreducibility of Structural
Obedience extends DSAT by proving irreducibility under

opacity.
Dependency: Chapter 8 assumes Chapter 7’s disconnection of
subjecthood and expands it with structural closure.

Annex I (DSAT Formal Statement) and Annex IT (TLOC
Verification Boundary) serve as formal support for these
chapters.

5. From Obedience to Execution

Chapter 9: From Obedience to Execution theorizes the
shift from syntactic obedience to logical execution.

Chapter 10: Executable Power consolidates the figure of the
soberano ejecntable. Dependency: Chapter 10 operationalizes the
thesis of Chapter 9.

Annex VI (Structural Execution Protocol) supports
Chapters 9 and 10 with empirical metrics.

6. Ethical Trace and Precedence

Chapter 11: Grammar Without Judgment proves
eliminability of ethical trace.

Chapter 12: Pre-Verbal Command demonstrates
precedence of syntax over semantics.
Dependencies: Chapter 11’s & [E] — @ rule prepares the
ground for Chapter 12’s parser-based proof.

Annex III (6 [E] — @ Rulebook) and Annex IV (Parser
Configs and Ablations) attach to these chapters.

7. Legal and Normative Structures

Chapter 13: Compiled Norms defines a typology of
executable legality. Dependency: Builds on Chapters 9-12 by
applying structural execution to law.

Annex V (Typology Metrics, LL (1), Hot-Swap
Validation) anchors the methodology.

8. Temporal Colonization
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e Chapter 14: Colonization of Time applies the syntactic
framework to temporality, showing closure of futurity.
Dependency: Relies on earlier proofs of obedience, execution,
and compiled norms to claim that time itself is colonized by
the soberano ejecutable.

9. Epilogue
e Consolidates findings of Chapters 1-14.

e Opens the way toward a second phase focused on structural
delegation and computable legality.

10. Cross-Linking to Glossary and Appendices

e Appendix A (Canonical Glossary) defines all nomenclatura
candnica.

e Appendix C (Legal Dialect Hot-Swap Map) extends
Annex V with multilingual validations.

Conclusion of Appendix B

The dependency structure shows that the book functions not as
a collection of isolated essays but as a connected system. Each chapter
formalizes a displacement: from sense to form, from neutrality to
contamination, from ethos to sovereignty, from obedience to
execution, from law to compiled legality, and finally from futurity to
colonization. The annexes provide the formal backbone, while the
appendices supply navigational and interpretive tools.
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Appendix C - Legal Dialect Hot-Swap Map

This appendix presents the multilingual token mappings used in
Compiled Norms (Chapter 13) and validated in Annex V. The goal is to
demonstrate that executable norms can be ported across legal dialects
while preserving syntactic closure.

1. Principle of Hot-Swap

A hot-swap occurs when a normative operator in one language is
replaced by its functional equivalent in another language, without
disrupting the derivation of the regla compilada.

Condition: if parser G = (N, 2, P, S) derives output O with
token set X, and X is replaced by X' containing equivalent operators in

another legal dialect, then O' remains in L(G) if and only if closure is
preserved.

2. Obligation Operators

Function English Spanish German Closure Result
Obligation must debera muss Preserved
Obligation shall habra de soll Preserved

Observation: All three dialects produce immediate closure under
LL(1) grammar, classifying as executable obligation.

3. Permission Operators

Function English Spanish German Closure Result
Permission may puede darf Partial
Permission is allowed se permite ist erlaubt Preserved

Observation: Higher variance in modal “may / puede / datf,”
due to broader semantic scope. Executability preserved only under
constraint C1 = 0.95.
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4. Prohibition Operators

Function English Spanish German Closure Result
Prohibition shall not no debera darf nicht Preserved
Prohibition must not no podra muss nicht Preserved

Observation: Strongest consistency across dialects. Prohibitions
exhibit the highest determinism index (DO = 0.98).

5. Ambiguity Notes

e English: “may” is ambiguous between permission and
possibility.

e Spanish: “puede” conflates epistemic and deontic use.

e German: “soll” can imply weak obligation, creating potential
semantic drift.

These ambiguities are absorbed syntactically as long as closure
thresholds (CO = 1, D0 = 0.9) are maintained.

6. Implications

1. Technical: LL(1) parsing confirms that compiled legality can
operate across languages with structural invariants intact.

2. Legal: Demonstrates that computable law can be multilingual
without semantic harmonization, provided the regla compilada
is respected.

3. Philosophical: Confirms that the soberano ejecutable enforces
obligations structurally, not semantically, across legal dialects.

185



AT SYNTACTIC POWER AND LEGITIMACY

References

Angwin, Julia, Jeff Larson, Surya Mattu, and Lauren Kirchner.
Machine Bias. ProPublica, May 2016.
https://www.propublica.org/article/machine-bias-risk-assessments-
in-criminal-sentencing

Aho, Alfred V., Monica S. Lam, Ravi Sethi, and Jeffrey D.
Ullman. 2006. Compilers: Principles, Techniques, and Tools. 2nd ed.
Boston: Addison-Wesley.

Alpaydin, Ethem. 2020. Introduction to Machine Learning. 4th
ed. Cambridge, MA: MIT Press.

Beer, David. 2018. The Data Gaze: Capitalism, Power and
Perception. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.

Bloch, Ernst. 1986. The Principle of Hope. Trans. Neville
Plaice, Stephen Plaice, and Paul Knight. Cambridge, MA: MIT Press.

Brayne, Sarah. 2021. Predict and Surveil: Data, Discretion, and
the Future of Policing. New York: Oxford University Press.

Chesney, Robert, and Danielle Citron. “Deep Fakes: A Looming
Challenge for Privacy, Democracy, and National Security.” California
Law Review 107, no. 6 (2019): 1753-1820.

Char, Danton S., Nigam H. Shah, and David Magnus. 2018.
“Implementing Machine Learning in Health Care - Addressing Ethical
Challenges.” New England Journal of Medicine 378: 981-983.

Chesney, Robert, and Danielle Citron. 2019. “Deep Fakes: A
Looming Challenge for Privacy, Democracy, and National Security.”
California Law Review 107 (6): 1753-1819.

Chomsky, Noam. 1965. Aspects of the Theory of Syntax.
Cambridge, MA: MIT Press.

Deleuze, Gilles, and Félix Guattari. 1980. Mille Plateaux. Paris:
Minuit.

Floridi, Luciano. 2019. The Logic of Information: A Theory of
Philosophy as Conceptual Design. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Foucault, Michel. 1977. Discipline and Punish: The Birth of the
Prison. New York: Pantheon.

186



AGUSTIN V. STARTARI

Hopcroft, John E., Rajeev Motwani, and Jeffrey D. Ullman.
2006. Introduction to Automata Theory, Languages, and
Computation. 3rd ed. Boston: Pearson.

Koselleck, Reinhart. 2004. Futures Past: On the Semantics of
Historical Time. New York: Columbia University Press.

McQuillan, Dan. 2018. Resisting Al: An Anti-Fascist Approach
to Artificial Intelligence. London: Bloomsbury.

Montague, Richard. 1974. Formal Philosophy: Selected Papers
of Richard Montague. New Haven: Yale University Press.

Pasquale, Frank. 2015. The Black Box Society: The Secret
Algorithms That Control Money and Information. Cambridge, MA:
Harvard University Press.

Ricoeur, Paul. 1984. Time and Narrative. Vol. 1. Chicago:
University of Chicago Press.

Sartor, Giovanni. 2009. Legal Reasoning: A Cognitive Approach
to the Law. Dordrecht: Springer.

Startari, Agustin V. 2025. Al and the Structural Autonomy of
Sense: A Theory of Post-Referential Operative Representation. SSRN
Electronic Journal. https://doi.org/10.2139 /sstn.5272361

Startari, Agustin V. 2025. Al and Syntactic Sovereignty: How
Artificial Language Structures Legitimize Non-Human Authority.
SSRN Electronic Journal. https://doi.org/10.2139 /sstn.5276879

Startari, Agustin V. 2025. Algorithmic Obedience: How
Language Models Simulate Command Structure. SSRN Electronic
Journal. https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.5282045

Startari, Agustin V. 2025. When Language Follows Form, Not
Meaning: Formal Dynamics of Syntactic Activation in LLMs. SSRN
Electronic Journal. https://doi.org/10.2139 /sstn.5285265

Startari, Agustin V. 2025. TLOC - The Irreducibility of
Structural Obedience in Generative Models. SSRN Electronic Journal.
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.5303089

187



AT SYNTACTIC POWER AND LEGITIMACY

Startari, Agustin V. 2025. Ethos Without Source: Algorithmic
Identity and the Simulation of Credibility. SSRN Electronic Journal.
https://dot.org/10.2139/ssrn.5313317

Startari, Agustin V. 2025. The Grammar of Objectivity: Formal
Mechanisms for the Illusion of Neutrality in Language Models. SSRN
Electronic Journal. https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.5319520

Startari, Agustin V. 2025. Executable Power: Syntax as

Infrastructure in Predictive Societies. Zenodo.
https://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.15754714

Startari, Agustin V. 2025. The Disconnected Syntactic Authority
Theorem: Structure Without Subject, Truth or Consequence. Zenodo.

Startari, Agustin V. 2025. Grammar Without Judgment:
Eliminability of Ethical Trace in Syntactic Execution. SSRN Electronic
Journal.

Startari, Agustin V. 2025. Colonization of Time: How Predictive
Models Replace the Future as a Social Structure. SSRN Electronic
Journal.

Startari, Agustin V. 2025. Compiled Norms: Towards a Formal
Typology of Executable Legal Speech. SSRN Electronic Journal.

Zuboff, Shoshana. 2019. The Age of Surveillance Capitalism:
The Fight for a Human Future at the New Frontier of Power. New
York: PublicAffairs.

188



AGUSTIN V. STARTARI

INDEX
PROLOGUE....coiiiiiitiitinieieeecn st 9
Chapter 1 - Al and the Structural Autonomy of Sense............ccceevunenne 10
1. Introduction: The Collapse of Referential Authotity ....................... 10
2. Conceptual Framework: Structural Autonomy of Sense.................. 10

2.1 Introduction: From Referential Anchoring to Structural

CONUNUILY .oviiiiiiiiiiiiiiii e 15
2.2 Formal Syntactic Activation: Model and Notation ..............cc.ceu..e. 16
2.3 The Collapse of Semantic Intentionality ............cccevuevviiiiniriiininnns 17

2.4 Implications for Grammar, Legitimacy, and Epistemic Authority19
2.5 Conclusion Without ClOSULE .........cccevuiiviiiiiiiiiinniiiiiec e, 20
Chapter 3 - The Grammar of Objectivity ..........cccoveiviiiiiiiiiniininnnns 21

3. Theoretical Foundation: Operative Structures Without Reference 11

3.1 Introduction: Bias as Grammatical Illusion ............c.coceeeivininnins 21
3.2 Technical History of Objectivity..........cccoveririeninienininiiicneennn 22
3.3 Taxonomy of Formal Mechanisms of Neutrality...........c..coceeveunene 23
3.4 Comparative Analysis: LLM vs. LBR ........ccocooiiiniininiiiii, 24
3.5 Structural Neutrality Test.......ccocceviviiniiiiiiiniiiiiiiien 25
3.6 Conclusion: Epistemology Without Subject ...........cccccevviviiiinnnins 26
Chapter 4 - Non-Neutral by Design .........ccccooiiiniiiii, 28
4. Empirical Cases ........cccoviiiviiiiiiiiiiiiciii it 12
4.1 INtroducCtion.......ccuiiiiiiiiiiiiic i 28
4.1 Predictive Justice (COMPAS Algorithm). .......ccecevviiiiiiiniininnnnns 12
4.2 Medical Diagnostics without Provenance...........ccccoevveviniriiennnnns 12
4.2 Theotetical Framework: Contamination and Constraint .............. 29
4.3 Credit Scoting. ........ccevuiiiiiiiiiiiciii 13
4.3 Methodology .........cociiiiiiiiiiii 30
4.4 Results: Semantic Reentry.........cccocvvvviiiiiiiiiiiiiiniinicienn 32

189



AT SYNTACTIC POWER AND LEGITIMACY

4.4 Synthetic IMages. ........ccccceiiviiiiiiiiiiiiiii e 13
4.5 Toward a Structural Theory of Contamination .............cceceevueeuienne. 33
4.6 Extension to Reasoning Models (LRM)..........c.ccceviiiiniiiinnennnne. 35
4.7 Epistemological Consequences and Falsifiability ......................... 36
4.8 Conclusion: There Is No Neutral Prompt.........ccccoevevviniinininnenne. 38
Chapter 5 - Ethos Without Source ..o, 39
5. Theorem of Disembedded Syntactic Authority..........ccccceeveviiinnnnnne 13

5.1 Introduction: Credibility Without Subject in Algorithmic
DiSCOULSE....cviiiiiiiicic 39
5.2 Theoretical Framework: From Classical Ethos to Synthetic
AUthOLItY ..o 40
5.3 Methodology: Corpus Design and Structural Credibility

MaAPPING ..cvviviiiiiiiiiiii 42
5.4 Case Study 1: Healthcare and Diagnostic Authority ..............c...... 43
5.5 Case Study 2: Law and Education, Simulated Normativity and
Academic AULNOLILY ....cocvviviiiiiiiiiiiiii 45
5.5.1 Legal Domain: Simulated Normativity ...........cccccoeiiiiiieninien, 45

5.5.2 Educational Domain: Academic Authority Without Citation .... 46

5.5.3 SYNthesis ...c.coviiiiiiiiiiiiiiici 47
5.6 Findings: Structural Features of Synthetic Ethos .................c........ 47
5.7 Conclusion: From Heuristic Trust to Structural Governance ....... 49
Chapter 6 -Al and Syntactic Sovereignty ...........ccccoevvviiniiiviiniiiniiinnnns 51
6. Epistemological and Ontological Consequences .............c.cocoevueene 14
6.1 Introduction .........cccoeviiiiiiiiiiii 51

6.3 From Intentionality to Structure: Authority Without Agency........ 56
6.4 Syntactic Sovereignty: Definition and Theoretical Architecture... 58

6.4.2 TheoretiCal AXIOMS .....cciiviriiiiiieeeiiiiiiieeeeseriireeeeeessiireeeeessssaneeeeens 58

190



AGUSTIN V. STARTARI

6.4.3 Typology of Syntactic Sovereignty...........cccevvvvevievenininnicnieens 59
6.4.4 Relation to Existing Frameworks ..........ccccoevvniiiiiiniiinniniinnnnn, 59
6.5 Conclusion: The Age of Formal Obedience............cccoceevviiuininnnnns 60
Chapter 7 - The Disconnected Syntactic Authority Theorem............. 62
7.1 INtroduCtion.......couiiiiiiiieicini e 62
7.2 Theotem Statement: Disconnected Syntactic Authority ............... 63
7.2.1 Formal ENunciation ..........cccovviiiiiniiniiininii e 63
7.2.2 Structural Conditions .........ccceeriiiiniiiiiiniini 64
7.2.3 Critical PLrOPErties ........cccooueviiviiiiiiiiniiiiciin i 64
7.2.4 Epistemological Status ..........cccoveviiiiiiiiiiiiniii s 65
7.3 Theotetical Framework ..........ccccvviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiicis 65
7.3.1 Chomsky and the Autonomy of Syntax............cccoccoeiniiniin, 66
7.3.2 Foucault: Discourse as a Vector of Power...........cccccevuiiiiiiinnnen. 66
7.3.3 Derrida: Iterability and the Detachment of Meaning ................. 66
7.3.4 Austin, Searle and the Speech Act Critique..........cccecevviviiiiinnnns 67
7.3.5 Algorithmic Epistemology and Synthetic Legitimacy................ 67
7.4 Epistemological Implications ...........cccoeeiviiininniiiiiniiniieenns 67, 69
7.4.1 Authority Without Subject ..........cccceveiniiiiiiiiiiiees 68,70
7.4.2 Truth as Structural SIimulation ............cccvvvvvvvieveverereneeeerneene., 68, 70
7.4.3 The End of Accountability ..........ccocvviviiiniiiiiiniiiinneniinnniens 68, 70

7.4.4 From Command to Compliance Without Understanding.... 69, 71

7.5 Application to Language Models...........c.ccocuevviiiniiiiinniniinninnnn, 71
7.5.1 Prompt as Performative Command............ccocevviiivinniinninninnnnn. 72
7.5.2 Structural Simulation of Institutional Registers............ccccueninn. 72
7.5.3 No Error, No Lie, NO Agent ........ccccceeviviiniiniiniiiiiiiiiiicienenns 72
7.6 Corollaries of the Theorem...........cccoevveiiiniininiiiniiin 73
7.7 CoNCIUSION. .....viiiiiiiiiiiiic i 74

Chapter 8 -TLOC: The Itreducibility of Structural Obedience in
Generative Models ..........ccccoviiiiiiiiiiniiiiiiii 76

191



AT SYNTACTIC POWER AND LEGITIMACY

8.1 Introduction: Can We Ever Know If a Machine Truly Obeys?...... 76

8.2 Formal Statement and Logical Structure of the TLOC ................. 77
8.2.1 Why Formal Verification of Obedience Matters............cccceevuvenne 77
8.2.2 Definitions and NoOtation..........cccevveveiiiiniiniinieinies 78
8.2.3 Theorem Statement (TLOC)........cccocevvviiviiiniiiniiiniiniiiicies 79
8.2.5 Implementable Mitigations ..........cccevuevviiiiiiiiiniiiiiiiniii s 80
8.2.6 Scope, Limits, and Viable Exceptions ...........ccccoceevviininiiinninnnns 80
8.2.7 Summary: What the TLOC Proves.........ccccooovvnieveninnnininienienn 81
8.3 Implications of the TLOC: Beyond Verification...........ccccocoeuennne 81
8.3.1 Redefining Obedience in Generative Systems............ccccoeverernnn 81
8.3.2 Simulation as Structural Authority ..., 82
8.3.3 Institutional Risks and Failures of Assumed Evaluation ........... 82
8.3.4 The Illusion of Condition AWareness.........c.ccecevuiriieiiriinnieieninens 82
8.3.5 The Non-Auditability of Obedience ...........ccoceeviiviiiiniiinininininnnns 83

8.3.6 The Displacement of Agency and Collapse of Responsibility ... 83

8.4 From Compliance Simulation to Epistemic Integrity: Toward

Post-TLOC DeSigN.......ccccevriiviiiiiiiiiiiiiii it 83
8.4.1 Abandoning Output-Legibility as Proxy for Compliance........... 84
8.4.2 Toward Architectures of Verifiable Obedience............ccccceueenene 84
8.4.3 The End of Post-Hoc Alighment...........cccccevvvevieienincnenenenennn 85
8.5 Epistemic and Ontological Consequences............cccecurvvueriiinnninnnns 85
8.5.1 From Simulation to Substitution: Epistemic Displacement....... 86
8.5.2 The Disappearance of Judgment as Operative Category ........... 86
8.5.3 Epistemic Neutrality as Structural Illusion ...............cc.cccoe. 86
8.5.4 Ontological Implications: Systems Without Truth ..................... 87
8.6 Formal Consequences and Theoretical Closure ...........c.ccooeeueennne 87
8.6.1 Derivability Conditions of the TLOC...........ccccovvvvviiniiniinninnns 87
8.6.2 Classification of Al Systems Under the TLOC .............cccccevunene 88
8.6.3 Theorem Type and Falsifiability...........ccccccoiniiniiiininiinininnn, 88

192



AGUSTIN V. STARTARI

8.6.4 Structural Closure: Limits of Compliance ...........ccccocuvviiiiiinnnns 89
8.7 Final Statement and Research Directions ...........ccoccvvivviiiiiininnns 89
8.7.1 Final Statement of the TLOC ...........ccccooiviiiininiiniiniiiiie, 89
8.7.2 Open Research DireCtions...........cccoveeiiniiiiiniiniiniiicneieeiens 90

Chapter 9 - From Obedience to Execution: Structural Legitimacy in
the Age of Reasoning Models ...........cccooviviiviiiiiiiiiiiniiiins 91
9.1 Introduction: The Epistemological Legacy of Obedient Models . 91
9.2 LLMs and the Regime of Passive Authority ..........cceceevviniininnins 92
9.3 LRMs and the Emergence of Structural Execution...................... 93
9.4 Neutrality Revisited: From Corpus Illusion to Structural
SIMUIAON ..ceviiii 94
9.5 The End of Reference: Projections Without World .............cceee 96
9.7 Conclusion: Obedience Evolved - The Rise of Operational
AUthOLItY .viiiiicic 98

Chapter 10 - Executable Power: Syntax as Infrastructure in Predictive

SOCIEHIES ...c.viiviiiiitiiii it 100
10.1 Conceptual Foundations of Executable Power ...........ccccccovuenes 100
10.2 Executable Sovereignty and the Logic of Delegation................ 101
10.3 Grammatical Authority and the Executable Rule ...................... 103
10.4 Formal Grammar and the Executable Rule............c..cccoeinnne. 104
10.5 The Executable Boundary .........c.cccoevviviiiiiiiniiiiiiinicnniiecnnee, 106
10.6 Compliance, Risk, and the AL ACt........c.cccevviiiniiiiiiiinniiiiinns 107
10.7 Structural Incompatibility and the Future of Legal Form ......... 109

Chapter 11 - Grammar Without Judgment: Eliminability of Ethical

Trace in Syntactic EXecution .........ccccocviiiiiiniiininiice 111
111 IntroducCtion .........ccciiiiiiiiiiiiiii i 111
11.2 Theoretical Foundations ...........ccccevvviiniiiiiininiiinnicincnicnee, 112
11.3 Ethical Trace as a Syntactic Vatiable ............cccovvvvviiniiniiininnns 113
11.4 Mechanism of EXClusion..........cccocuvvviiiviiiniiiniiciiiiincecnee, 115

193



AT SYNTACTIC POWER AND LEGITIMACY

11.5 Non-Normative EXecution ..........ccccovvviiiiniiiiiniiniiniiniiees 116
11.6 Disanalogy with Alignment and Ethics............ccoccviiininnns 118, 119

Chapter 12 - Pre-Verbal Command: Syntactic Precedence in LLMs

Before Semantic ACtivation .........cccooviviiiiiiiiiinnin 121
12.1 Introduction: The Illusion of Semantic Primacy ............cccceune 121
12.2 Structural Execution Without Interpretation...........ccoccceuviieninnne 122
12.3 The Regia Compilada as Source of Pre-Verbal Authority.......... 123
12.4 Zero-Prompt, Null Semantics, and Active Syntax...................... 125

12.5 Syntactic Precedence: A New Axis of Structural Sovereignty.... 126
12.6 Implications for Al Alignment and Prompt Design................... 127
12.7 Conclusion: Authority Without Meaning ...........ccccecvvvveviiiininns 129
Chapter 13 - Compiled Norms: Towards a Formal Typology of

Executable Legal Speech ..o 131
13.1 Introduction: From Legal Declaration to Executable Grammar131

13.10 Conclusion: Compiled Norms and the Future of Legal

Language........cccociiiiiiiiiiiii 145
13.2 State of the Art and Syntactic Displacement............cccccevriiennnnns 132
13.3 Normative Logic and the Limits of Defeasibility....................... 134
13.4 Deontic Logic vs. Compiled Legality............ccccoooeiiininiinninn, 135
13.5 Methodological Framework and Corpus Selection .................... 137
13.6 Dialect Module and Hot-Swap Procedure...............ccccceiieins 139
13.7 Typology of Executable Legal Speech.........ccccooeviiiinininninnns 140
13.8 Case Studies.........ccoueieieiniiiiinieniei 142
13.9 From Syntax to Authotity........cccoviiviiiiiiniiiniiiniciicienne s 144

Chapter 14 - Colonization of Time: How Predictive Models Replace

the Future as a Social Structure ..........cccoveeviiiiiiniiniiiiiees 147
14.1 Time as a Territory Under Dispute .........ccccovvvviviiininiiiiincnn, 147
14.10 Discursive and Epistemic Implications ...........cccceeuvvviiiiinnnnns 158
14.11 Conclusion: From the Future to Execution............cccccoevinnninns 160

194



AGUSTIN V. STARTARI

14.2 From Chance to Prediction: The Algorithmic Turn of the

FULULE ..ot 148
14.3 Hypothesis: Structural Substitution of the Future ..................... 149
14.4 The Future as an Open Field (History, Desire, Politics)........... 150

14.5 The Future as a Computed Matrix (Al, Big Data, Predictive

LOZIC) cviiiiiiiiii 152
14.6 The Algorithm as an Executable Form of Anticipation............. 153
14.7 Structural Colonization of Time .........cccccocvviiiiiiiiiiiiiiic, 154
14.8 Operational Examples with AL..........c.cccooiiniinininninii, 155
14.9 Logical Formalization of the Phenomenon ...........c.cccovvvnuennnne. 157

Annex I - DSAT: Formal Statement, Conditions, and Proof Sketch 164
Annex IT - TLOC: Itreducibility Conditions and Vetrification

Boundary .......coociiiiiiniiiiii 166
Annex III - 6 [E] — @ Rulebook for Ethical Trace Deletion............ 168

Annex IV - Pre-Verbal Activation: Parser Configs and Ablation

Annex V - Compiled Norms: Typology Metrics, LL(1) Grammar, and
Hot-Swap Validation ..........ccoviiiiiiiiiniiiiiiiiicc e 174

Annex VI - Structural Execution Protocol for Reasoning Models.... 176

Appendix A - Canonical GloSSary.........cccocueiviiviiiiiniiiiiiciniees 179
Appendix B - Structural Dependency Map of the Book.................... 181
Appendix C - Legal Dialect Hot-Swap Map ..........ccoeeviniininiininns 184
Chapter 2 -When Language Follows Form, Not Meaning ................. 15
Epilogue - Closing the First Syntactic Phase............cccccoviivininnnn. 162
References ..ot 186

195



