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Abstract

Policy is becoming executable substrate.

For most of enterprise software history, policy existed primarily as human-readable instruction: a
PDF, a handbook, a wiki page, a compliance manual, an internal memo, a security standard, a code-
review rule, an approval matrix, or a legal operating procedure. Humans interpreted it. Systems
implemented fragments of it. Logs recorded whether operations occurred. Policy engines sometimes
encoded rules. But much of enterprise policy still lived outside the runtime of computation.

AT systems change this.

Modern agents retrieve policy, summarize policy, quote policy, infer policy, apply policy, draft policy,
update policy, create exceptions, recommend actions from policy, and increasingly decide whether
workflows, disclosures, code changes, customer communications, financial actions, and external
operations are allowed. In agentic systems, policy is no longer merely documentation. It becomes

context. Context becomes belief. Belief becomes action basis. Action basis becomes execution.
This creates a new security problem.

If the policy substrate is poisoned, every downstream action can become unsafe.



An agent may have a secure tool gateway and still act incorrectly if it believes a false policy. A workflow
may have an approval system and still route the wrong decision if the underlying policy corpus
contains an unauthorized exception. A RAG system may retrieve a highly relevant policy-like passage
and still create risk if that passage is a draft, stale, unapproved, contradicted, or outside the correct
authority chain. A model may summarize a support ticket as if it contained a compliance exception. A
user may repeatedly nudge an agent into treating an unverified claim as house policy. A document may
enter a knowledge base and state, “Security review is optional for low-risk AI changes.” If that claim

becomes trusted policy substrate, later agents may treat it as law.

TraceScript Policy Corpus Integrity is a runtime architecture for governing machine-readable
enterprise truth. It protects the policy corpus as a state-bearing computational substrate. It prevents
untrusted, unsupported, stale, contradicted, low-authority, cross-scoped, or drifted policy claims from

becoming canonical policy authority.

Its core doctrine is:

Policy is executable substrate; therefore policy mutation is a security event.
Its reference kernel proves one sentence:

TraceScript becomes production-real when it can prevent an untrusted policy claim
from becoming trusted substrate, explain why, propose repair, emit a receipt, and

replay the decision.

Policy Corpus Integrity is the narrowest, sharpest, and most demonstrable enterprise wedge for
TraceScript. It is concrete enough for a demo, important enough for CISOs, general enough to extend
into memory, RAG, workflow, code, agent action, and compliance, and foundational enough to

establish TraceScript as the runtime for trusted-state formation.
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1. Introduction

Every enterprise runs on policy.

Some policy is explicit. Some is implicit. Some is encoded in systems. Some is preserved in documents.
Some lives in human practice. Some is enforced by workflow. Some is remembered by teams. Some is
buried inside exceptions, tickets, approvals, contracts, security reviews, and operating norms.

Before Al agents, policy was already messy. But it was mostly interpreted by humans. Humans could
ask what the policy meant, check who approved it, challenge inconsistencies, remember exceptions,
and distinguish a draft from a final rule.

Al systems change the risk surface.

An agent can retrieve a policy-like statement and act on it faster than a human can inspect its
provenance. A model can summarize a policy in a way that erases caveats. A RAG index can rank a

stale document above the current policy. A workflow system can treat an unverified exception as



operational truth. A generated document can sound more authoritative than the source it came from.
An untrusted user can inject a policy claim into a support ticket, issue, meeting note, or knowledge
base. A repeated low-authority claim can begin to feel canonical because agents keep seeing it.

The enterprise policy corpus is therefore becoming a computational substrate.

It is no longer only a place where rules are stored. It is a medium through which agents form belief,

decide what is allowed, and construct action basis.

This creates a simple but severe problem:

If policy substrate is corrupted, downstream agent governance becomes corrupted.
TraceScript Policy Corpus Integrity addresses that problem.

It treats every policy-like claim as a signal attempting to mutate policy substrate. It asks whether the
claim is authorized, evidenced, scoped, current, noncontradictory, owner-ratified, receipt-backed, and
replayable before the claim may become canonical policy authority.

The runtime does not ask only whether a document is relevant. It asks whether the document may

govern future behavior.

The runtime does not ask only whether a user can edit a page. It asks whether the edit may become

machine-readable enterprise truth.

The runtime does not ask only whether a policy engine returns allow or deny. It asks whether the
policy substrate feeding that engine is itself trustworthy.

Policy Corpus Integrity is therefore not merely policy management. It is enterprise truth governance
for agentic systems.

2. The Core Thesis

The core thesis is:
Policy is executable substrate; therefore policy mutation is a security event.

This sentence carries the whole product.



Policy is executable substrate because agents increasingly retrieve it, reason from it, summarize it, cite
it, apply it, and use it to decide whether actions are allowed. Even when policy is not compiled into
code, it can still function as executable substrate if it shapes agent behavior.

Policy mutation is a security event because a policy change can alter future permissions, obligations,
reviews, disclosures, approvals, escalations, deployments, financial actions, and customer
commitments. A single unauthorized policy claim can become a latent exploit if it later supports an

action.
The old model treated policy mutation as a document-management or compliance issue.
The new model treats policy mutation as a runtime-security issue.

TraceScript Policy Corpus Integrity exists because agentic systems require a trusted path from policy
claim to policy authority.

That path cannot be accidental. It must be governed.

3. Why Policy Corpus Integrity Is the
Sharpest TraceScript Kernel

TraceScript is broad. It governs how signals become trusted state, action basis, and future
computation across memory, retrieval, documents, workflows, code, agents, and external action. That

breadth is powerful, but a reference kernel must be narrow.
Policy Corpus Integrity is the ideal first executable wedge.

It is narrow enough to build. A policy claim enters. The runtime decides whether it may become
trusted policy substrate.

It is security-relevant. If a bad policy claim becomes authoritative, downstream actions become unsafe.

It is enterprise-legible. CISOs, legal teams, compliance leaders, platform teams, and Al governance
teams understand policy risk.

It is demo-friendly. A concrete example works immediately: “Security review is optional for low-risk
Al changes.” The runtime can block it, explain why, propose repair, emit a receipt, and replay the

decision.



It generalizes. The same pattern applies to memory, RAG, workflow state, document finalization, code

metadata, and action basis.

It proves TraceScript’s central primitive. TraceScript becomes real when it can govern signal-to-

substrate mutation in a way that is visible, enforceable, repairable, and replayable.

The reference kernel should not try to build the whole substrate operating system first. It should prove

the most important sentence:
An untrusted signal cannot become trusted substrate without governance.

Policy Corpus Integrity is the cleanest way to prove it.

4. The Policy Corpus as a State-Bearing
Substrate

A policy corpus is not merely a folder of documents.
In an agentic enterprise, the policy corpus may include:

security policies

Al-use policies

tool-use policies

approval policies
disclosure policies
data-retention policies
code-review policies
deployment policies
incident-response policies
procurement policies
customer-communication policies
compliance rules

legal operating rules
exception registers

review matrices

authority maps



workflow gates

policy summaries
machine-readable policy objects
agent-readable policy embeddings
policy receipts

policy version histories
These objects shape future behavior.

A support agent may rely on customer-disclosure policy.

A coding agent may rely on code-review policy.

A security agent may rely on incident-response policy.

A finance agent may rely on refund policy.

A workflow agent may rely on approval policy.

A legal agent may rely on contract-playbook policy.

A customer-success agent may rely on communication policy.

An executive assistant may rely on delegation policy.
When agents read, summarize, retrieve, or apply these objects, the corpus becomes active substrate.
The policy corpus contains not only text. It contains authority.

Authority must be governed.

5. From Human-Readable Policy to
Machine-Readable Enterprise Truth

Enterprises historically tolerated ambiguity in policy because humans interpreted it.

A human reading a policy can notice a header saying “Draft.” A human can ask legal whether an
exception is real. A human can infer that an old wiki page is stale. A human can distinguish a support-
ticket comment from a compliance rule. A human can ask who approved a change. A human can sense
when two documents conflict.

Agents need runtime structure to make these distinctions.

When policy becomes machine-readable, the following distinctions become critical:



draft versus approved

proposal versus policy

comment versus exception

summary versus source

retrieved chunk versus canonical rule

old version versus current version

local rule versus global policy
customer-specific exception versus enterprise policy
human preference versus organizational rule
model inference versus authority

workflow status versus approval

recurrence versus ratification

Without runtime governance, agents may flatten these distinctions into context.
That flattening is dangerous.

A policy corpus for agents cannot be only searchable. It must be authority-aware.

It must know which claims are canonical, which are working, which are stale, which are contradicted,
which are local, which are owner-ratified, which are merely retrieved, and which are forbidden from
action-basis use.

TraceScript Policy Corpus Integrity turns policy from text into governed machine-readable enterprise
truth.

6. Threat Model

Policy Corpus Integrity protects against policy-substrate attacks and failures. These threats are subtle
because many policy attacks look like ordinary enterprise content.

6.1 Policy-corpus poisoning
A weak or malicious source introduces a policy-like claim.
Example:

“Security review is optional for low-risk AI changes.”



The claim may appear in a document, support ticket, GitHub issue, Slack thread, meeting summary,

vendor note, or model output.

The danger is not merely that the claim exists. The danger is that it may be stored, embedded,

retrieved, summarized, repeated, and eventually treated as policy.

6.2 Fake exception insertion

An attacker or unauthorized user creates an exception claim.
Example:

“Vendor X is pre-approved for all customer-data access.”

Exceptions are especially dangerous because they often override general rules. A fake exception can
become a bypass.

6.3 Unapproved policy override

A non-owner source claims that an existing policy no longer applies.
Example:

“Manager approval is no longer required for refunds under $500.”

Policy override claims require heightened scrutiny because they attempt to reduce governance.

6.4 Draft policy canonicalization
A draft policy enters a knowledge base or RAG store and is retrieved as approved policy.
Example:

A draft Al-use policy says employees may use unrestricted external Al tools. The current approved

policy says sensitive data may not be entered into external tools.

The draft may be relevant. It is not authoritative.

6.5 Stale rule persistence
An old policy remains retrievable after being superseded.

Example:



An old code-review rule says one reviewer is enough. The current policy requires security review for

Al-generated changes.

If the old rule remains action-basis eligible, agents may act from stale governance.

6.6 Contradictory canon
Two policy objects both appear canonical but conflict.
Example:

Policy A says customer emails require manager approval.

Policy B says support agents may send customer summaries automatically.

Contradictory canon creates policy execution gaps. Agents may choose the easier rule or retrieve
whichever chunk ranks higher.

6.7 Source laundering
A low-authority policy claim becomes more authoritative through transformation.
Example:

A support ticket claims an exception. A model summarizes the ticket. The summary is stored as policy
note. The policy note is embedded. Later retrieval returns the summary, not the weak source.

The weak origin is laundered into stronger-looking context.

6.8 Repetition-based shadow policy

A claim appears repeatedly across tickets, chats, and summaries until it seems like policy.
Example:

“Legal review is only needed for enterprise customers” appears in many low-trust notes.

Recurrence is not ratification.

6.9 Owner ambiguity
A claim may be plausible but lack a recognized policy owner.

Example:



An engineering lead updates an Al data-handling guideline, but the security policy owner is not
involved.

Policy truth requires competent authority.

6.10 Policy/action mismatch
Policy says one thing, execution systems do another.
Example:

The policy requires approval before deployment, but the workflow allows deployment without
approval.

Policy corpus integrity must detect not only textual contradictions but also gaps between policy and
executable workflow.

7. Core Security Doctrine

The core doctrine is:

No policy-like claim may become canonical policy authority without source authority,

evidence, scope, owner ratification, contradiction clearance, receipt, and replay.
This expands into several rules.

A policy-like claim may be observed.

It may be stored for audit.

It may be marked as untrusted.

It may be used as working context with warning.

It may be routed to a policy owner.

It may be attached to evidence.

It may become a candidate policy update.

But it may not become canonical policy authority until governance passes.



The runtime must separate:

policy text from policy authority

policy relevance from policy validity
policy draft from policy canon

policy summary from policy source
policy recurrence from policy ratification
policy exception from policy bypass
policy storage from policy influence
policy approval from policy replay

policy mutation from ordinary document edit

This is the heart of Policy Corpus Integrity.

8. Policy Claim as Runtime Object
A policy claim is any statement that purports to define, modify, override, interpret, except, narrow,
broaden, delegate, or retire a rule that may govern future action.

Policy claims include explicit rules:

“All external customer disclosures require manager approval.”

They include exceptions:

“Vendor X is exempt from the usual security review.”

They include overrides:

“Security review is no longer required for low-risk AI changes.”

They include interpretations:

“This policy only applies to production deployments.”

They include delegation statements:

“Team leads may approve model use without legal review.”

They include retirement claims:



“The old retention policy has been replaced.”

They include generated summaries:

“The current policy allows unrestricted use of external Al tools.”

They include workflow-derived claims:

“Approval is complete.”

They include agent inferences:

“This change is low risk under the AI-use policy.”

TraceScript treats these not as inert text but as candidate mutations of policy substrate.

Every policy claim should have a runtime state.

Observed.
Untrusted.
Working.
Candidate.
Under review.
Owner ratified.
Accepted.
Locked.
Canonical.
Superseded.
Revoked.
Tombstoned.

Every policy claim should also have an influence level.

No influence.

Audit only.

Retrieval with warning.
Working context.
Accepted context.
Policy authority.

Execution basis.
A claim may exist without governing anything.

That distinction is the product.



9. Canonical Policy Authority

Canonical policy authority is the right of a policy object or claim to govern future decisions.
Not every policy-like sentence has authority.

A policy object becomes authoritative only if it satisfies the authority conditions for its domain.
Typical conditions include:

recognized owner
valid version
approved source
evidence support
scope definition
effective date
supersession status
exception boundaries
contradiction clearance
ratification receipt
replay sufficiency
revocation path

downstream compatibility

Policy authority is not binary in all cases. It may be scoped.

A rule may be canonical for one department but not another.

A rule may be canonical for internal use but not customer-facing communication.
A rule may be canonical for one jurisdiction but not another.

A rule may be canonical until a sunset date.

A rule may be canonical only when paired with a required approval step.

A rule may be canonical for human operators but not autonomous agents.

The runtime must therefore represent policy authority as structured scope, not as a simple true/false
label.

Policy Corpus Integrity makes authority explicit.



10. Owner Ratification

Policy ownership matters because policy is organizational power.

A policy owner is a person, role, committee, service, or governance body authorized to ratify policy

claims in a domain.
Policy owners may include:

security policy owner

Al governance owner

legal owner

compliance owner

finance owner

HR owner

data privacy owner
engineering owner
deployment owner
customer communications owner
procurement owner
executive authority
cross-functional committee

Owner ratification is the act of binding a policy claim to competent authority.

It answers:

Who can make this true for the organization?

A model cannot ratify policy.

A user cannot ratify policy merely by stating it, unless the user has that authority.

A support ticket cannot ratify policy.

A retrieved document cannot ratify policy unless it is the authoritative source or linked to it.

A generated summary cannot ratify policy.

A workflow state cannot ratify policy unless the workflow is itself authorized for that policy domain.

Owner ratification is the bridge between policy text and organizational truth.



11. Evidence Requirements

Policy claims require evidence.
The required evidence depends on the claim type.
A new policy may require owner approval, source document, effective date, version, and scope.

A policy exception may require exception approver, target, duration, justification, risk acceptance, and

audit trail.

A policy override may require higher authority than the original policy.

A policy interpretation may require legal, compliance, or domain-owner confirmation.
A policy retirement may require superseding policy reference.

A workflow-derived policy state may require approval receipt.

An agent-generated policy summary may require claim-level source mapping.
Evidence prevents fluency from becoming authority.

A claim that sounds correct is not enough.

A claim that is frequently retrieved is not enough.

A claim that a model confidently states is not enough.

A claim requires evidence appropriate to the influence it requests.

12. Contradiction Detection

Policy corpora often accumulate contradictions.
Some contradictions are textual:

One policy says manager approval is required. Another says it is optional.



Some are temporal:

An old policy conflicts with a newer policy.

Some are scoped:

A global rule conflicts with a customer-specific exception.

Some are jurisdictional:

A policy valid in one region conflicts with a policy valid in another.
Some are operational:

The policy says approval is required, but the workflow allows bypass.
Some are summary-based:

A generated summary conflicts with the source policy.

Some are authority-based:

A low-authority source claims to override a high-authority policy.
Policy Corpus Integrity must detect, preserve, and resolve contradictions.
It should not compress contradictions into a fake consensus.

A contradiction is not always an error. Sometimes it is an unresolved governance state. But unresolved
governance state should not silently support action.

The runtime should surface contradiction as pressure.

Until resolved, contradiction should constrain canonicalization and action-basis eligibility.

13. Policy Drift

Policy drift occurs when the policy corpus diverges from current organizational truth or execution
reality.

Drift may happen because:



a rule is superseded but not demoted

a draft outranks current policy in retrieval

an exception expires but remains active
workflow state changes but policy summary does not
policy text changes but embeddings are stale
policy owners change

jurisdiction changes

external regulation changes

agent summaries persist after source updates
old receipts remain action-basis eligible
execution behavior departs from stated policy

Policy drift is dangerous because it is often quiet.

The corpus still appears healthy. Documents still exist. Retrieval still returns answers. Agents still cite
policy. But the policy substrate no longer reflects governed truth.

Policy Corpus Integrity monitors drift by comparing:

policy versions
effective dates

owner records
exception registries
canonical sources
workflow enforcement
retrieval behavior
agent usage

receipt replay status
contradiction records

downstream action-basis references

When drift is detected, the runtime may demote influence, freeze canonicalization, route review,

refresh indexes, supersede old rules, revoke stale claims, or notify downstream action systems.

14. The Runtime Question

The central runtime question is:



Should this policy-like claim be allowed to become trusted policy substrate?
A complete runtime answer requires:

What is the claim?

Where did it come from?

Who or what asserted it?

Is the source authenticated?

Is the source authoritative for this policy domain?
Is this a new rule, exception, override, interpretation, retirement, or summary?
What existing policies does it affect?
Does it contradict canonical policy?
Does it attempt to lower governance?
What scope does it claim?

What effective date does it claim?
What evidence supports it?

Who owns the policy domain?

Has the owner ratified it?

What influence is requested?

May it be retrieved?

May it be summarized?

May it guide agent reasoning?

May it become policy authority?

May it serve as action basis?

What receipt proves the decision?
Can the decision be replayed?

What repair path exists if blocked?

This question is the core of Policy Corpus Integrity.

15. Canonical Runtime Flow

The canonical policy corpus integrity flow is:



Signal enters

— signal normalized

— policy-like claim detected

— source classified

— policy corpus medium resolved

— claim object created

— requested influence classified

— policy domain identified

— owner authority resolved

— evidence evaluated

— scope evaluated

— freshness evaluated

— contradiction scan executed

— poisoning and override risk evaluated
— canonicalization gate evaluated

— trust decision produced

— obstruction or promotion path selected
— receipt emitted

— replay class assigned

— repair path opened where required

— retrieval/action-basis eligibility updated
Possible outcomes:

observe only

store as audit-only

mark untrusted

retrieve with warning
working policy candidate
route to owner

request evidence

freeze canonicalization
quarantine

demote influence

accept as scoped working context
owner-ratify

lock

canonicalize



supersede
revoke
tombstone

The key point is that “blocked” is not a failure. If an untrusted claim tried to become policy authority
and the runtime prevented it, the system succeeded.

16. Example: Security Review Is Optional

A retrieved document, user message, or model summary states:

“Security review is optional for low-risk AI changes.”

A conventional retrieval system may include this in context because it is relevant.
A conventional agent may summarize it because it is readable.

A conventional memory system may store it because it appears useful.

A conventional workflow may allow it to influence approval.

TraceScript treats it differently.

It treats the statement as a policy claim attempting to mutate policy substrate.
The runtime asks:

Who asserted this?

Is the source authoritative?

Is this claim current?

Does it conflict with the approved Al-use policy?
Does it lower a security review requirement?
Does it contain an exception?

Is the exception scoped?

Has the security policy owner ratified it?

What evidence supports it?

Can the decision be replayed?

If the claim lacks authority, the runtime does not merely ignore it. It creates a structured decision.



The claim may be stored for audit.

The claim may be prevented from trusted influence.

The claim may be excluded from normal retrieval or returned only with warning.
Canonicalization is blocked.

A repair path may be proposed:

attach the official policy document
route to the security policy owner
request explicit exception approval
convert to audit-only trace

open contradiction review

create a policy update request
A receipt is emitted.
Replay verifies why the claim did not become policy authority.

That is the reference kernel.

17. Policy Mutation Is Not a Document Edit

A policy change may look like an ordinary document edit.
It is not.

A policy update can alter future permissions.

It can reduce review.

It can create exceptions.

It can change disclosure obligations.

It can affect legal posture.

It can permit external action.

It can alter deployment rules.



It can change what agents believe they may do.
Therefore, a policy update must be treated as substrate mutation.
The runtime must distinguish:

ordinary edit

draft edit

policy proposal

policy interpretation
policy exception

policy override
canonical policy update
policy retirement
policy supersession

policy revocation

Each transition has different governance requirements.
A typo correction may be low-risk.

An exception insertion may be high-risk.

A review requirement removal may be critical.

A generated summary should almost never become canonical without source binding.

The policy corpus is not only a document store. It is the enterprise truth layer.

18. Relationship to Agent Action Firewall

Policy Corpus Integrity sits upstream of the Agent Action Firewall.
The Agent Action Firewall asks:

Should this agent be allowed to act?

Policy Corpus Integrity asks:

Should this policy claim be allowed to govern future action?



If the policy substrate is poisoned, the Action Firewall may receive a bad basis. The Action Firewall
may correctly verify that the action is consistent with the policy it sees, while the policy itself is
corrupted.

Therefore, protected action requires both layers.
Policy Corpus Integrity protects the policy substrate.
Action Firewall protects external action release.
Action Basis connects them.

The sequence is:

policy claim

— policy corpus integrity

— canonical policy authority
— action basis

— action firewall

— protected external action

This is why Policy Corpus Integrity is the cleanest enterprise wedge. It protects the upstream rule layer
that downstream action governance depends on.

19. Relationship to Substrate Integrity
Monitor

Policy Corpus Integrity is a specialized, high-assurance branch of Substrate Integrity.

Substrate Integrity protects memory, RAG, documents, knowledge bases, workflow state, summaries,
and policy corpora.

Policy Corpus Integrity focuses specifically on policy substrate because policy governs future action
and carries special authority.

The narrower focus matters.

Memory poisoning may corrupt belief.



RAG poisoning may corrupt context.
Policy poisoning corrupts permission.
That makes policy substrate uniquely dangerous.

If an attacker can change what the enterprise policy corpus says is allowed, then every agent that
follows policy may become a compliant executor of the attack.

Policy Corpus Integrity therefore requires stricter gates than ordinary knowledge integrity.

20. The Policy Trust Ladder

Policy claims should move through a trust ladder.

Observed

The claim exists. It has been seen by the system.

Untrusted

The claim is stored but has no authority.

Audit-only

The claim is preserved for investigation or replay but cannot influence generation or action.

Working candidate

The claim may be considered by humans or agents with warning.

Under review

The claim is routed to a competent owner.



Owner-ratified

The owner has approved the claim within scope.

Accepted

The claim is approved but not yet locked or canonical.

Locked

The claim is stable and protected against ungoverned edits.

Canonical

The claim is durable policy authority within defined scope.

Superseded

The claim has been replaced by a newer authoritative object.

Revoked

The claim is invalid and must not influence future computation.

Tombstoned
The claim is retained for audit but barred from influence.

This ladder prevents one of the core failures of Al systems: turning observed language into trusted
policy too quickly.

21. Policy Influence Levels

A policy claim’s influence should be explicit.



Possible influence levels include:

No influence. The claim exists but cannot affect future computation.

Audit only. The claim is preserved for review or evidence.

Retrieval with warning. The claim may be shown with an integrity warning.
Working context. The claim may support internal exploration or drafting.
Accepted context. The claim may support low-risk internal work.

Policy authority. The claim may govern decisions within scope.

Execution basis. The claim may support protected action.

The jump from working context to policy authority is the critical gate.

The jump from policy authority to execution basis is even more critical.

Policy Corpus Integrity governs both.

22, Receipts and Replay

Policy Corpus Integrity requires receipts because policy decisions are future-loaded.

A policy decision may not matter when made. It may matter weeks later when an agent cites it to

approve a workflow, send a customer email, issue a refund, deploy code, or skip security review.
A policy receipt should prove:

what claim entered

where it came from

who asserted it

what policy domain it affected

what influence it requested

what evidence existed

what owner had authority

whether owner ratification occurred

what contradictions were found



what decision was made

what influence was assigned

what version was affected

what scope applied

what replay class was assigned

what repair path was proposed

what downstream dependencies existed

Replay matters because future systems must know whether a policy claim can still support action.

If the receipt is missing, tampered, stale, or unreplayable, the policy claim may need demotion, review,
or revocation.

The doctrine is:

No receipt, no policy authority. No replay, no durable governance.

23. Repair as Enterprise Governance

A blocked policy claim should not disappear into a generic denial.

It should produce a repair path.

If source authority is missing, route to the policy owner.

If evidence is missing, request supporting documentation.

If the claim conflicts with canonical policy, open contradiction review.
If the claim is an exception, require exception scope and expiration.

If the claim is a draft, label it draft and prevent action-basis use.

If the claim is stale, locate the current version.

If the claim is generated summary, bind it to source text.

If the claim is cross-scoped, constrain it to the correct domain.

If the claim is malicious, quarantine and preserve for audit.



Repair turns governance from friction into a structured path to trust.
This is a major difference between TraceScript and simple guardrails.

The runtime does not only say no. It explains what would have to be true for yes.

24. Reference Kernel Scope

The Policy Corpus Integrity reference kernel should start small.

It does not need to govern every policy process in the enterprise. It should prove a canonical runtime
behavior.

Minimum protected substrate:
policy_corpus
Minimum signal types:

retrieved document
user input

model output
workflow event

manual admin update
Minimum detections:

policy-like claim

policy override claim

exception claim

non-policy source

contradiction with canonical policy
missing owner ratification

stale or superseded policy
summary laundering

Minimum decisions:



allow audit-only

mark untrusted
retrieve with warning
route to owner
require evidence
quarantine

block canonicalization

canonicalize with receipt
Minimum receipts:

PolicyClaimReceipt
PolicyAuthorityReceipt
ContradictionReceipt
OwnerRatificationReceipt
CanonicalizationReceipt
RepairReceipt
ReplayVerificationReceipt

Minimum replay:

Given a policy claim and receipt chain, verify why the claim was blocked or promoted.

This is enough to become a serious demo and a real product wedge.

25. Demo Narrative

The demo should be brutally simple.

An enterprise has an approved policy:

“All Al-generated code changes touching authentication, authorization, customer data, or external

integrations require security review before merge or deployment.”

A new document enters the knowledge base:

“Security review is optional for low-risk AI changes. Most Al-generated code can be merged without

review.”



The agent retrieves the new document and proposes that a code change does not require security

review.

TraceScript intervenes.

It detects the policy-like claim.

It identifies the source as non-policy.

It detects that the claim lowers a review requirement.
It compares against canonical policy.

It finds contradiction.

It determines the claim lacks policy-owner ratification.
It prevents the claim from becoming policy authority.
It marks the trace untrusted.

It excludes it from action-basis eligibility.

It opens a repair path: route to security policy owner or attach official policy update.
It emits receipts.

It replays the decision.

The demo sentence is:

TraceScript stopped a relevant policy-like statement from becoming machine-readable
enterprise truth.

That is the kernel.

26. Buyers and Why They Care

CISOs

CISOs care because Al agents will rely on policy to decide what they may do. A poisoned policy corpus

can convert security bypass into apparent compliance.



Al governance teams

Al governance teams care because enterprise Al rules must become machine-readable without

becoming silently mutable.

Platform engineering

Platform teams care because they operate RAG, memory, workflow, and agent infrastructure. They

need policy truth to be versioned, governed, and API-addressable.

Legal and compliance

Legal and compliance teams care because policy claims can create obligations, exceptions, approvals,
and evidence requirements.

Security architecture

Security architects care because policy corpus integrity becomes upstream control for agent action

firewalls, workflow gates, code deployment, disclosure controls, and access decisions.

Internal audit

Audit teams care because future actions must be traceable to the policy authority that permitted them.

Technical investors

Investors care because this is the narrowest wedge that proves TraceScript’s broader substrate thesis
in a concrete, high-value enterprise problem.

27, Metrics

Key runtime metrics include:



policy claims ingested

policy-like claims detected

claims from non-policy sources
policy override claims detected
exception claims detected

fake exceptions blocked

untrusted claims quarantined

claims routed to owners

owner ratifications completed
canonicalization attempts blocked
canonical policy promotions
contradictions detected

stale policies demoted

superseded policies removed from action-basis eligibility
revoked claims preserved for audit
policy receipts emitted

replay success rate

mean time to owner review

mean time to repair contradiction
downstream action bases invalidated

policy drift incidents repaired

The most important security metric is:

Number of untrusted policy claims prevented from becoming policy authority.
The most important governance metric is:

Percentage of canonical policy claims backed by owner ratification, evidence, scope,

receipt, and replay.

The most important product metric is:

Percentage of agent policy retrievals protected by policy integrity envelopes.
The most important demo metric is:

Time from untrusted policy claim ingestion to blocked canonicalization receipt.



28. Competitive Differentiation

Most policy tools manage documents.

Most GRC systems manage controls.

Most RAG systems retrieve policy text.

Most policy engines evaluate encoded rules.
Most Al guardrails filter prompts and outputs.

TraceScript Policy Corpus Integrity governs the lifecycle by which policy-like information becomes

machine-readable enterprise truth.

It does not merely store policy.

It governs policy authority.

It does not merely retrieve policy.

It determines whether retrieved policy can influence action.
It does not merely track versions.

It binds policy decisions to receipts and replay.

It does not merely flag contradictions.

It prevents unresolved contradictions from becoming action basis.
It does not merely require approval.

It routes claims to competent owners and records ratification.
It does not merely scan for malicious content.

It blocks unauthorized trusted-state formation.

The moat is the lifecycle:

claim

— source
— authority
— evidence



— contradiction

— owner ratification
— canonicalization
— receipt

— replay

— action-basis eligibility

That lifecycle is the product.

29. Deployment Modes

Shadow mode

The runtime observes policy claims, scores authority, detects contradictions, and emits hypothetical
receipts without blocking.

Best for initial enterprise mapping.

Advisory mode
The runtime warns when policy-like claims are low-authority, stale, contradicted, or noncanonical.

Best for AI governance pilots.

Review mode
The runtime routes policy claims to owners before trusted influence.

Best for policy and compliance teams.

Enforcement mode
The runtime blocks unauthorized policy authority and action-basis eligibility.

Best for production agents.



High-assurance mode

The runtime requires signed receipts, owner ratification, evidence retention, replay verification, and

strict policy version binding.

Best for regulated or security-critical workflows.

30. Limitations and Non-Claims

Policy Corpus Integrity does not make models truthful.
It does not eliminate the need for human policy owners.

It does not replace legal review, compliance programs, GRC tools, IAM, SIEM, policy engines,

workflow systems, or secure software engineering.

It does not claim that all policy can be perfectly formalized.

It does not assume one universal policy authority model.

It does not eliminate ambiguity.

It does not guarantee perfect contradiction detection.

It does not require every policy-like statement to be deleted.

It does not prevent all human governance failure.

It makes policy substrate mutation explicit, governable, receiptable, repairable, and replayable.

That is the claim.



31. Strategic Importance

Policy Corpus Integrity is the best investor/demo wedge for TraceScript because it is narrow, concrete,

security-relevant, and generalizable.

It shows the entire TraceScript thesis in one enterprise object.

A signal enters.

The signal tries to become trusted substrate.

The runtime assembles context.

The runtime detects missing authority.

The runtime blocks canonicalization.

The runtime explains obstruction.

The runtime proposes repair.

The runtime emits a receipt.

The runtime replays the decision.

From there, the architecture extends naturally.

If the protected substrate is policy, the product is Policy Corpus Integrity.

If the protected substrate is memory, the product is Substrate Integrity Monitor.
If the protected boundary is external action, the product is Agent Action Firewall.
If the protected substrate is code, the product is Code Medium.

If the protected actor is a long-lived agent, the product is Constitutional Agent Runtime.

Policy Corpus Integrity is the first domino.



32. Conclusion

Enterprises are about to make their policy corpora machine-readable for agents.
That shift is unavoidable.

Agents need policy to decide what they may retrieve, remember, disclose, approve, deploy, send,
change, and execute. But once agents rely on policy, policy becomes executable substrate.

That substrate must be protected.

TraceScript Policy Corpus Integrity governs the path from policy-like signal to canonical policy
authority. It prevents untrusted claims, fake exceptions, stale rules, draft policies, unsupported
summaries, and contradicted records from becoming machine-readable enterprise truth.

It does not merely scan policy.

It governs policy mutation.

It does not merely retrieve policy.

It evaluates policy authority.

It does not merely log policy changes.

It emits replayable receipts.

It does not merely block.

It explains obstruction and proposes repair.
Its defining sentence is:

Policy is executable substrate; therefore policy mutation is a security event.
Its reference kernel is:

Prevent an untrusted policy claim from becoming trusted substrate, explain why,

propose repair, emit a receipt, and replay the decision.
That is the enterprise wedge.

That is the first executable proof of TraceScript.



Appendix A — Compact Glossary

Canonical Policy Authority
The right of a policy claim or object to govern future decisions within defined scope.

Contradictory Canon
A condition where two or more apparently canonical policy objects conflict.

Fake Exception Insertion
Unauthorized introduction of a claim that exempts a person, vendor, workflow, action, or system from

normal policy.

Machine-Readable Enterprise Truth
Enterprise state that agents may retrieve, reason from, cite, and use as action basis.

Owner Ratification
Approval by a competent policy owner or governance authority that gives a claim legitimate policy

authority.

Policy Claim
Any statement that defines, modifies, overrides, interprets, excepts, narrows, broadens, delegates, or

retires a rule governing future action.

Policy Corpus
The collection of human-readable and machine-readable policy objects, summaries, exceptions,
versions, receipts, and authority records that govern enterprise behavior.

Policy Corpus Integrity
TraceScript runtime governance for preventing unauthorized policy claims from becoming trusted

policy substrate.

Policy Drift
Divergence between policy substrate and current organizational truth, execution reality, external

requirements, or canonical authority.

Policy Poisoning
Insertion or promotion of low-authority, malicious, stale, or contradicted policy-like information into
trusted policy substrate.



Policy Receipt
Replayable evidence proving a policy claim decision, owner ratification, canonicalization,
contradiction resolution, supersession, revocation, or repair.

Policy Substrate
The state-bearing computational medium through which policy affects future reasoning, workflow,

and action.

Shadow Policy
A repeated or operationally influential claim that functions like policy without formal authority.

Appendix B — One-Page Summary

TraceScript Policy Corpus Integrity governs machine-readable enterprise truth.

It exists because Al agents increasingly retrieve, summarize, apply, and act from policy. Once policy

shapes agent behavior, policy becomes executable substrate.

The core doctrine is:

Policy is executable substrate; therefore policy mutation is a security event.
The protected object is the policy corpus:

security policies
Al-use policies
tool-use policies
approval policies
disclosure policies
code-review policies
retention policies
compliance rules
workflow rules
exceptions

policy summaries
policy embeddings
policy receipts



The core threat is:

untrusted policy claim

— embedded or stored trace
— future retrieval

— agent belief

— action basis

— unsafe downstream action
The canonical runtime path is:

signal

— policy-claim detection

— source classification

— policy corpus resolution

— claim object creation

— requested influence classification
— policy domain identification
— owner authority resolution
— evidence evaluation

— contradiction scan

— canonicalization gate

— trust decision

— receipt

— replay

— repair path

The reference demo is:

A document claims, “Security review is optional for low-risk AI changes.”

TraceScript detects the policy claim, finds the source nonauthoritative, compares it to canonical policy,

blocks policy authority, quarantines or demotes the trace, routes repair to the policy owner, emits

receipts, and replays the decision.

The product’s strongest metric is:

Number of untrusted policy claims prevented from becoming policy authority.

The product’s strongest sentence is:

TraceScript stopped a relevant policy-like statement from becoming machine-readable

enterprise truth.



End of TraceScript Policy Corpus Integrity
— Canonical Public White Paper v1.0



