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Abstract

This article introduces the Shoreline Framework, a status-transition account of information
movement under conditions of stewardship, authority, refusal, mediation, and repair. Con-
temporary information systems often treat availability as sufficient for use: visible material
as public, stored material as rightly held, preserved material as legitimate, summarized ma-
terial as sourced, and algorithmic mediation as a substitute for record-paths. Shoreline
rejects those equivalences. It distinguishes objects from statuses, statuses from access, ac-
cess from authority, preservation from legitimacy, and mediation from recordhood.

The framework operates across two registers. Record ecology concerns conditions that al-
low objects to remain traceable, checkable, contestable, and repairable. Relational knowl-
edge governance concerns knowledge whose movement depends on authority, relation,
place, role, consent, protocol, or refusal. Shoreline does not define relationally governed
knowledge from the inside. It specifies an interface problem: what outside systems owe
when they encounter material whose authority conditions they do not control.

The paper develops the framework’s vocabulary—object, status, condition, transition, au-
thority ecology, protocol position, stewardship, record resistance, holding legitimacy, re-
fusal, exposure, routing, and synthetic closure—and applies it to four public Register 1 or
mediation-layer calibration cases: the 2023 Roald Dahl edition controversy, 2025 federal
data removals, CVE-2024-3094 involving XZ Utils, and Google AI Overviews in 2024.
These cases demonstrate preliminary discriminating capacity but do not validate the com-
panion instrument suite. The contribution is a boundary discipline for preserving answer-
ability in information movement without collapsing access into extraction.

Keywords: information governance; archives; data governance; AI mediation; refusal;
Indigenous data sovereignty; record ecology; synthetic closure; public records; knowledge
governance; stewardship; provenance; authority; data ethics
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Author Note and Positional Boundary

This paper is an independent framework proposal. It does not claim to speak for any tribe, nation, community,
family, institution, archive, museum, or authority ecology. Its Register 2 claims are intentionally bounded:
Shoreline does not define relationally governed knowledge from within, but addresses responsibilities of
outside systems when they encounter material whose authority conditions they do not control.

The accompanying operator packet is a draft companion artifact. It has been internally calibrated on selected
public cases and prepared for future external scoring. It has not been externally reviewed, validated, certified,
community-reviewed, or authorized for Register 2 application.

Core Proposition

Information does not become knowable, holdable, shareable, actionable, or refusablemerely because it exists,
circulates, is stored, appears public, or is summarized. It takes status only under maintained conditions:
provenance, custody, context, authority, protocol, answerability, repair, and refusal.

The paper’s governing distinctions are compact: access is not authority; exposure is not openness; preser-
vation is not legitimacy; mediation is not the record; refusal is not erasure.

I. Introduction: The False Comfort of Availability

A great deal of contemporary information practice rests on a quiet assumption: availability settles the ques-
tion. If a document can be found, it is treated as usable. If a dataset is online, it is treated as public. If an
archive holds a record, the holding is treated as legitimate. If an AI system summarizes a body of mate-
rial, the summary is treated as a sufficient substitute for the path back to sources. If a webpage disappears,
the disappearance is treated either as erasure or as a technical loss that can be repaired by locating a copy
elsewhere. In each case, a change in access is mistaken for a change in status (Upward 1996; Society of
American Archivists n.d.-b; OpenGovData 2007; Open Data Charter n.d.).

The Shoreline Framework begins from a different premise. Information does not become knowable, hold-
able, shareable, actionable, or refusable merely because it exists, circulates, is stored, appears public, or is
summarized. It takes status only under maintained conditions. Those conditions may include provenance,
custody, context, authority, protocol, answerability, repair, and refusal. When those conditions are ignored,
systems create a false comfort: the user sees something, the institution holds something, or the model sum-
marizes something, and the movement is treated as legitimate because it has become technically possible.

The problem is not only epistemic. It is also governmental, institutional, and relational. The question is not
simply whether a claim is true, a file exists, or a source can be reached. The question is what kind of object
is being encountered, what status it currently holds, what conditions maintain that status, who has authority
over its movement, and what transitions are permitted, blocked, repaired, or refused (Carroll et al. 2020;
First Nations Information Governance Centre n.d.; Local Contexts n.d.-a; Wilkinson et al. 2016).

“Shoreline” names this boundary discipline. A shoreline is not simply a wall. It is a place of movement,
contact, and constraint. Things cross it, wash up against it, recede from it, and are transformed at it. The
image is useful because information movement is rarely a simple yes-or-no matter. The same object may
be visible but not authorized for use; stored but not legitimately held; preserved but stripped of context;
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accessible but not actionable; known in one register but unfit for movement into another. Shoreline asks
what must be true before a transition may occur.

The framework is designed for a world in which mediation has become ordinary. Search engines, archives,
libraries, museums, platforms, dashboards, databases, and AI systems constantly retrieve, rank, summarize,
format, store, expose, preserve, and recombine. These systems can make information more available, but
they can also flatten differences between access, authority, legitimacy, and answerability. The problem is
acute when mediation produces closure: a polished answer, a clean interface, a stable catalog record, or a
summarized claim can feel complete even when the source-path is weak, context has been stripped, authority
is unresolved, or routing was required (Colavizza et al. 2021; Ji et al. 2023; Google 2024).

Shoreline’s governing distinctions are therefore not decorative. They prevent analysis from collapsing into
a single question of availability while also preventing the opposite error: treating all consequential informa-
tion as restricted or unusable. Public emergency notices, public vulnerability records, court notices, weather
alerts, and ordinary public datasets often serve their function precisely by being open, traceable, and action-
able. Shoreline is not anti-access. It is anti-flattening.

The paper develops Shoreline as a status-transition framework for information movement. It first identifies
the problem of status transfer without conditions, then introduces the formal core: objects, statuses, condi-
tions, transitions, authority ecologies, protocol positions, and stewardship. It distinguishes record ecology
from relational knowledge governance, analyzes the interface between them, and develops the concepts of
record resistance, holding legitimacy, refusal, mediation, and synthetic closure. The companion operator
packet demonstrates operational capacity but remains a draft future validation object, not a validated tool.

II. The Problem: Status Transfer Without Conditions

The failure Shoreline addresses can be stated simply: information systems often transfer status without check-
ing the conditions that make the transfer valid. A thing is seen, so it is treated as public. A thing is stored,
so it is treated as rightly held. A thing is preserved, so it is treated as repaired. A thing is summarized, so it
is treated as known. A thing is deleted from one surface, so it is treated as erased. A thing is refused, so the
refusal is treated as an obstacle rather than as a governance act.

These are variations of one deeper pattern. A system observes a change in access or presentation and treats
that change as if it automatically carried a change in authority, legitimacy, evidence, or actionability. The
conditions that should govern the transition disappear. The object moves, but the authority ecology does not.
The claim circulates, but the source-path does not. The record survives, but the legitimacy problem remains.
The answer appears complete, but the conditions of knowledge have not been maintained.

Public record practice makes the problem visible. A public record is not merely a file. It depends on prove-
nance, custody, indexing, fixity, accountability, and contestability. If those conditions decay, the object
may still exist while its record status weakens. A screenshot of a government page, a copied PDF, a cached
dataset, and an official record may contain similar information while differing in provenance, authority, up-
date status, legal effect, and repair capacity (Upward 1996; Society of American Archivists n.d.-a; Digital
Preservation Coalition n.d.; National Digital Stewardship Alliance 2014).

Data removal and restoration show the same issue. When a dataset disappears from a public agency surface,
it has not necessarily been erased; it may survive in archives, mirrors, citations, repositories, institutional
copies, or legal records. But neither has it necessarily been preserved in the full sense. A dynamic re-
source may have no complete copy. A restored page may return altered. A dataset may remain accessible
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while losing metadata, update path, context, or authority trail. Treating the episode as simply “available” or
“unavailable” misses the object-class structure of the problem (Kaiser Family Foundation 2025; Freilich et
al. 2025; Data Rescue Project 2025; State Library Resource Center 2025).

A different version of the problem appears when public visibility is treated as openness. Something may be
online because it was uploaded, scraped, leaked, indexed, cataloged, or exposed. None of those facts alone
establishes that the object is open in the authority-bearing sense. The actual protocol position of an object is
not set by the observer who encounters it. It is set by the authority ecology with legitimate standing over its
movement. Apparent openness may be exposure rather than authorization (Carroll et al. 2020; First Nations
Information Governance Centre n.d.; Local Contexts n.d.-a; Couldry and Mejias 2019).

Preservation introduces another collapse. Preservation is often treated as inherently good, and in many
contexts it is. But preservation is not the same as legitimacy. A museum may preserve an object under
excellent environmental, cataloging, and conservation conditions while lacking legitimate authority to hold
it. An archive may maintain a strong record ecology around material whose circulation remains contested.
Without a framework that separates record resistance from holding legitimacy, preservation can become
a way of stabilizing wrongful holding (National Park Service 2024; Bureau of Indian Affairs n.d.; Local
Contexts n.d.-b).

The inverse is also true. Low external record resistance does not necessarily imply low legitimacy. A living
tradition, family-held narrative, seasonal practice, place-bound teaching, or community-governed form of
knowledge may not be highly resistant in the archival sense. It may not be multiply copied, independently
indexed, fixed, or externally verifiable. Its conditions may be relational rather than documentary. A record
system that treats low archival resistance as low value will misrecognize the object. A system that tries
to “repair” fragility by maximizing capture may violate the conditions that make the knowledge legitimate
(Carroll et al. 2020; First Nations Information Governance Centre n.d.; Local Contexts n.d.-a; Tuck and Yang
2014).

AI and search mediation intensify the problem because they can perform status transfer rhetorically. In-
creasingly, a user receives not a list of sources but an answer. The answer may be fluent, compressed, and
formatted as if inquiry has ended. But it may have transformed a weak source ecology into an apparently set-
tled claim, collapsed satire or forum discussion into advice, or supplied actionability without answerability.
Shoreline calls this synthetic closure: the production of a completed-looking answer that hides the condi-
tions under which the claim could be traced, checked, authorized, contextualized, or corrected (Ji et al. 2023;
Huang et al. 2023; Zhang et al. 2023; Google 2024).

The framework therefore begins with a negative discipline: do not transfer status merely because movement
is possible. Do not infer openness from exposure, legitimacy from custody, knowledge from fluency, repair
from preservation, erasure from disappearance, or obstruction from refusal. Once those false inferences are
blocked, the object can be identified, its status described, its conditions named, its authority ecology located
or routed, and its transitions assessed.

III. The Formal Core: Objects, Statuses, Conditions, and Transitions

The Shoreline Framework separates terms often collapsed in ordinary information practice. An object is not
the same as its status. A status is not access. Access is not authority. Authority is not possession. Preservation
is not legitimacy.

Figure 1. Shoreline routing-decision logic.

4



Figure 1. Shoreline routing-decision logic
The permission gate only; full transition set in Section III.

Object

Source path + context

Maintained conditions

Authority ecology

Protocol position

Permitted
transition?
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Unresolved→ route

Route = temporary nonauthorization:

halt outward movement, keep a minimum

encounter record, and seek the authority path.

Figure 1. Shoreline routing-decision logic. This figure depicts the permission gate only: given an object and
a proposed transition, the system permits status gain or movement, receives a refusal or block, or—where
authority is unresolved—routes. The full transition set (gain, decay, revocation, repair, block) is defined in
Section III; decay, revocation, and repair are distinct dynamics, not outputs of this gate, and are not drawn
here.

An object is any interpretable difference or carrier: a document, file, dataset, recording, image, story, cat-
alog entry, summary, artifact, webpage, index result, model output, place-feature, or trace. The term is
intentionally broad because Shoreline applies to any carrier subject to interpretation, custody, circulation,
preservation, refusal, or use.

But an object does not carry all statuses automatically. A file is not a record merely because it exists. A trace
is not data merely because it can be observed. Data is not evidence merely because it is stored. Evidence is
not knowledge merely because it is cited. Knowledge is not actionable merely because it is available. Each
status depends on conditions that may be technical, institutional, epistemic, legal, social, cultural, relational,
or procedural (Upward 1996; Wilkinson et al. 2016; Frings-Hessami 2021).

A status is the standing an object holds while and only while its conditions are maintained.1 This means
1A parallel account in status-dynamic self-concept theory sharpens, by analogy, why status is not a decorative label. Bergner and

Holmes (2000) distinguish a status conception from an informational-summary conception of the self: what matters is not only the
facts associated with a thing but its position within a field of relations, powers, and possible moves. Shoreline borrows the analogy,
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status is not an intrinsic property of the object alone. A government webpage, screenshot, cached copy,
printed copy, and court-certified copy may contain overlapping information while holding different statuses
because they differ in provenance, custody, authority, fixity, certification, and repair path.

Conditions are requirements under which a status is gained, maintained, lost, blocked, or repaired. For record
status, they may include provenance, custody, indexing, fixity, accountable stewardship, and contestability.
For evidentiary status, the object must be connected to a claim-path. For knowledge status, the object must
be embedded in practices of interpretation, correction, and transmission. For actionable status, the object
must be sufficiently answerable to support responsible action.

This prevents a common error: treating information movement as a one-way ladder from trace to data, data
to evidence, evidence to knowledge, and knowledge to action. Shoreline treats the movement as a lattice. An
object may hold multiple statuses at once, gain one status while losing another, be preserved as a record while
losing contextual knowledge, become actionable in a narrow emergency context without becoming broadly
shareable, or be visible without being open (Upward 1996; Frings-Hessami 2021; Wilkinson et al. 2016).

Figure 3. Information movement is a lattice, not a one-way ladder.

not the psychology—record status and self-concept status are not identical, and the framework does not treat a psychotherapy
formulation as information-science authority. Held to that boundary, the parallel reinforces the formal point that status governs
what facts can do: a fact changes an object’s standing only through an available transition—evidence, correction, repair, revocation,
authorization, or refusal.
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Figure 3. Information movement is a lattice,
not a one-way ladder

The one-way ladder (rejected)

Trace
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one-way and irreversible; each status presumed to follow the last

The status lattice (Shoreline)

Document
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several at once and gain one while losing another.

The five transitions: gain, decay, revocation, repair, block.

A representative lattice, not an exhaustive one.

Figure 3. The ladder Shoreline rejects (left) treats movement as one-way and irreversible, each status fol-
lowing the last. The lattice (right) treats status as conditional and reversible: an object may hold several
statuses at once and gain one while losing another, and a status may decay, be repaired, revoked, or blocked.
The five transitions are gain, decay, revocation, repair, and block.

A transition is a change in status or protocol position: gain, decay, revocation, repair, or block. Gain occurs
when necessary conditions are satisfied. Decay occurs when maintenance conditions weaken. Revocation
occurs when status is withdrawn by legitimate authority or rendered invalid by changed conditions. Re-
pair occurs when lost or weakened conditions are restored or sufficiently substituted. Block occurs when a
transition is stopped, legitimately through refusal or illegitimately through obstruction.

Authority ecology names the holder or configuration of holders with legitimate standing over a protocol
position and over authorization-requiring transitions. Authority may be individual, collective, legal, familial,
institutional, professional, ceremonial, jurisdictional, or plural. The point is not who possesses an object, but
who has standing to decide how it may be held, moved, shared, refused, repaired, translated, indexed, trained
on, or acted upon.

Protocol position is an authority-set position governing movement. Actual positions include open, governed,
restricted, and held. These are not mere access states. An object is open when its authority conditions permit
broad movement. It is governed when movement is permitted under rules, roles, or conditions. It is restricted
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when movement is limited to specified persons, contexts, purposes, or times. It is held when its proper
condition is nonmovement or internal custody.

Stewardship is the labor of maintaining the conditions that allow an object to hold its proper status at the
proper protocol position. Stewardship is not simply preservation. It may require access, restriction, indexing,
de-indexing, repair, refusal, or route. It is not maximal persistence; it is condition-appropriate care (Wilkin-
son et al. 2016; Carroll et al. 2020; First Nations Information Governance Centre n.d.; Local Contexts n.d.-a).

IV. Two Registers and the Interface

Shoreline distinguishes two registers: record ecology and relational knowledge governance. The distinction
is not meant to divide the world into rigid categories. Many objects operate across both. The purpose is to
prevent one register’s conditions from being mistaken for the other’s.

Register 1 is record ecology. It includes the institutions and practices through which documents, records,
datasets, evidence, publications, archives, court materials, administrative files, scientific outputs, and pub-
lic information systems are maintained. Its core conditions include provenance, custody, indexing, fixity,
accountability, contestability, and repair infrastructure. A Register 1 system is healthy when objects can be
traced, checked, compared, corrected, restored, and held accountable within a record path (Upward 1996;
Society of American Archivists n.d.-b; Wilkinson et al. 2016; OpenGovData 2007).

Register 2 is relational knowledge governance. It includes forms of knowledge whose meaning, authority,
legitimacy, movement, or use depends on relations that cannot be reduced to documentary status. These
relations may involve kinship, place, season, ceremony, family, role, community, nationhood, language,
responsibility, consent, refusal, or living transmission. Register 2 is not simply “private information” or
“cultural information.” It is knowledge governed by relations that determine how, when, where, by whom,
and whether something may move (Carroll et al. 2020; First Nations Information Governance Centre n.d.;
Local Contexts n.d.-a).

The framework must be careful here. Shoreline does not claim to define relationally governed knowledge
from the inside. It does not claim to speak for any tribe, nation, family, community, ceremonial authority, or
knowledge-holder. Its claim is narrower: outside systems must not assume that the conditions of Register 1
exhaust the conditions of legitimacy. A record system may ask whether something is documented, indexed,
preserved, or accessible. Those questions do not settle whether the object is properly movable, shareable,
extractable, translatable, trainable, or actionable.

The interface is the zone where these registers meet. Record systems constantly encounter objects whose
authority conditions they do not control: archives hold community materials, museums hold ceremonial ob-
jects, researchers hold recordings, platforms expose governed material, AI systems train on scraped corpora,
search engines index material detached from context, and public datasets aggregate protected sub-material.
In each case, Register 1 may describe provenance, custody, or access, but may not determine actual protocol
position.

A Register 1 system reaches the interface when ordinary record-ecology conditions are insufficient to de-
termine whether movement is legitimate. Triggers include evidence that the object concerns community-
governed, ceremonial, familial, place-based, seasonal, or role-specific knowledge; signs of contested custody
or repatriation claims; metadata, labels, notices, or provenance indicating protocol restrictions; protected
sub-material embedded inside otherwise public data; uncertainty about whether the object is open, governed,
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restricted, or held; requests for removal, return, correction, or refusal by persons or groups making a credi-
ble standing claim, which triggers route rather than final recognition by the system; or a proposed use that
changes the object’s status, such as training, public display, translation, aggregation, or action-bearing sum-
mary.

When these triggers appear, the system must not treat uncertainty as permission. It should route. Route is
a temporary nonauthorization state that halts outward movement while preserving only the minimum condi-
tions necessary to identify the relevant authority ecology, prevent further exposure, and determine whether
the proper outcome is access, conditional movement, repair, refusal, return, or continued hold. In practical
terms, route means no publication, training, display, extraction, translation, or action-bearing summary while
authority is unresolved, except for legally required preservation, protective containment, or minimal account-
ability logging that does not increase exposure. It also requires a minimal encounter record for accountability
and an active search for the proper authority path.

Shoreline’s proposed interface obligations are inquiry before movement, deference to legitimate authority,
acceptance of valid refusal, support for repair, conditional carriage, reversibility where possible, and no
laundering of exposure into authorization. These are not certified community protocols. They are constraints
on outside systems. “Inquiry before movement” means the system may not treat ignorance as permission.
“Refusal acceptance” means valid refusal is a completed governance outcome, not a failed access request.
“No laundering” means scraping, indexing, summarizing, archiving, or training does not convert exposed
material into open material (Couldry and Mejias 2019; Carroll et al. 2020; Local Contexts n.d.-a; Tuck and
Yang 2014).

This interface account also protects against the opposite mistake: routing everything. Some information is
properly open. Public vulnerability records, bus schedules, court notices, weather alerts, emergency com-
munications, and many government datasets are meant to circulate. Their public value depends on rapid,
traceable, checkable movement. Shoreline therefore distinguishes low-thickness public-function informa-
tion from thick relational knowledge. The same boundary discipline that prevents extraction also prevents
unnecessary over-restriction.

Relational thickness names the degree to which meaning, legitimacy, authority, and movement depend on
relation. Thin information can usually move with ordinary source-path and context requirements. Thick
information requires role, protocol, place, authority, or consent. When authority, register, thickness, or pro-
tocol position cannot be responsibly determined, Shoreline uses routing. Routing is not indecision. It is a
disciplined response that prevents the system from converting uncertainty into permission.

Two clarifications keep routing from overreaching. First, routing is triggered by a proposed status-changing
transition, not by an object’s mere existence. A box of unprocessed material in a legacy backlog is not
“routed” simply because its authority conditions are unresolved; it is routed only when some outward tran-
sition is proposed for it—digitization, publication, aggregation, translation, training, or action-bearing sum-
mary. Unresolved authority over an object that no one is attempting to move imposes no obligation beyond
ordinary custody. This prevents the framework from recommending a functional deep-freeze of the vast
holdings whose provenance is, and will long remain, incompletely resolved.

Second, routing does not require a system to investigate the relations it is trying to protect. The framework
asks an outside system to assess detachability, not to establish thickness. Detachability is read from signals
the system already legitimately holds—provenance and its gaps, metadata, accompanying documentation,
custody history, labels or notices, and credible standing claims—not from inquiry into the content, commu-
nity, or relation itself. Because unresolved conditions resolve toward governed rather than open, the system
is never required to investigate in order to protect; investigation is the cost of movement, never of protec-
tion. Absence of evidence that an object is thin and detachable is itself sufficient to route. The boundary the
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framework defends is therefore not breached by the act of defending it (Carroll et al. 2020; Local Contexts
n.d.-a; Tuck and Yang 2014).

V. Record Resistance Is Not Holding Legitimacy

One of Shoreline’s central distinctions is between record resistance and holding legitimacy. Record resistance
asks whether an object or record ecology can survive alteration, disappearance, substitution, loss, or erasure.
Holding legitimacy asks whether the object is rightly held, governed, circulated, or used. A system can score
highly on one axis while failing badly on the other.

Record resistance is ecological. It depends on conditions that allow an object to remain traceable, checkable,
comparable, and repairable over time: multiple copies, independent custodians, stable identifiers, cataloging
systems, citations, version histories, audit trails, public references, accountable stewards, and correction
mechanisms. When such an ecology is strong, alteration is more likely to be detected, disappearance less
likely to become erasure, and damage more likely to be repaired (Society of American Archivists n.d.-a;
Digital Preservation Coalition n.d.; National Digital Stewardship Alliance 2014; Aturban et al. 2019).

The 2023 Roald Dahl edition controversy shows record resistance under pressure. The relevant issue was
not merely that revisions occurred. Published texts are revised, edited, abridged, translated, annotated, and
republished often. The Shoreline question is whether the altered edition could replace the prior textual
ecology in a way that made the earlier form functionally disappear. In that case, prior editions existed
across homes, libraries, schools, used-book markets, catalogs, reviews, quotations, and public memory. The
changes were detectable because comparison paths remained available. Public criticism created pressure.
The publisher’s later decision to keep classic texts in print functioned as repair within a resistant record
ecology (Penguin 2023; Associated Press 2023; Guardian 2023).

Aweaker ecology behaves differently. A dynamic public webpage, uncaptured dataset, unversioned database
entry, platform-only post, or model-generated answer may disappear or change without leaving a stable
comparison path. If no copy exists outside the original surface, no independent custodian exists, no fixed
version can be compared, and no accountability path remains, loss may approach functional erasure.

Holding legitimacy asks a different question: whether the object is rightly held or governed by the person,
institution, system, or ecology controlling it. A museum may preserve an object with care while lacking
legitimate authority to hold it. An archive may have stable custody over material that should have been
returned, restricted, or governed by another authority. A platform may retain exposed material against the
authority conditions that should govern it. In such cases, preservation can become stabilization without
repair. The object is safe in one sense but wrongfully situated (National Park Service 2024; Bureau of Indian
Affairs n.d.; Local Contexts n.d.-b).

The reverse is also true. A fragile object may be legitimately held. A family story, seasonal teaching, oral
history, local memory, ceremonial relation, place-based knowledge, or community-governed recording may
have low external resistance. It may not be multiply copied, cataloged, fixed, indexed, or independently
verifiable. Those facts may reflect proper conditions rather than failure. Imposing external resistance may
damage the relation that makes the object legitimate (Carroll et al. 2020; First Nations Information Gover-
nance Centre n.d.; Local Contexts n.d.-a; Tuck and Yang 2014).

Record resistance and holding legitimacy therefore form a two-axis space. High resistance and high le-
gitimacy describe a working archive or robust public record ecology. High resistance and low legitimacy
describe a vault: the object survives, but the holding relation is wrong. Low resistance and high legitimacy
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describe endangered but rightly held living knowledge or fragile local memory. Low resistance and low
legitimacy describes an erasure zone. The framework’s point is not to force every object toward maximum
resistance. It is to ask what target conditions are proper for that object under the relevant authority ecology.

Figure 2. Record resistance and holding legitimacy as independent axes.

Figure 2. Record resistance and holding
legitimacy as independent axes

Vault
preserved but
wrongfully held

Working archive
both conditions met

Erasure zone
neither preserved
nor rightly held

Endangered
living knowledge
rightly held but fragile;
support, not extraction

R
ec
o
rd
re
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ce

high
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low high

The axes are orthogonal: an object may score high on one and low on the other.

The aim is not to maximize resistance but to ask what target conditions are

proper under the relevant authority ecology. Different failures need different

repairs: resistance repair moves an object upward; legitimacy repair, rightward.

Figure 2. The two axes are orthogonal: an object may score high on one and low on the other. A vault is
well preserved but wrongfully held; endangered living knowledge is rightly held but fragile, and its proper
response is support rather than extraction. The framework’s aim is not to maximize resistance but to ask
what target conditions are proper under the relevant authority ecology; a damaged record needs resistance
repair (move upward), while a wrongfully held object needs legitimacy repair (move rightward).

This distinction clarifies repair. A damaged record may need resistance repair: restoring provenance, recov-
ering copies, rebuilding indexes, documenting changes, or creating comparison paths. A wrongfully held
object may need legitimacy repair: return, repatriation, restricted access, protocol-governed custody, shared
stewardship, or refusal acceptance. A mediation failure may need answerability repair: source-path restora-
tion, context marking, uncertainty disclosure, or withdrawal of a misleading summary. These repairs are not
interchangeable. A copy does not repair consent. A catalog entry does not repair custody. A fluent summary
does not repair source loss.
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VI. Refusal as a Complete Governance Operation

Refusal is often misunderstood because information systems are built around movement. They collect, re-
trieve, expose, index, preserve, summarize, translate, circulate, and act. Within such systems, refusal can
appear as friction: missing data, restricted access, noncooperation, secrecy, incompleteness, or obstruction.
Shoreline begins from a different premise: refusal can be a complete governance operation.

A valid refusal is a transition-block exercised by a legitimate authority-holder on a specified edge. The edge
matters. A refusal may block publication but not preservation, public circulation but not internal custody,
digitization but not description, training but not citation, translation but not storage, or display but not return.
Refusal is not general negativity. It is a structured act governing a transition (Tuck and Yang 2014; Carroll
et al. 2020; First Nations Information Governance Centre n.d.; Local Contexts n.d.-a).

This definition separates refusal from absence. If an object is missing, inaccessible, unknown, or unrecorded,
that is not automatically refusal. It may be loss, decay, silence, neglect, secrecy, exposure failure, or lack of
source path. Refusal requires a legitimate authority-holder and a specified transition being blocked. It also
separates refusal from obstruction. A museum that resists a legitimate repatriation claim does not thereby
“refuse” in Shoreline’s sense if it lacks legitimate authority over that transition. Its block may be obstruction.
A government office that deletes records to evade accountability is blocking answerability, not exercising
valid refusal.

The legitimacy of refusal depends on authority ecology. Authority may be legal, communal, familial, institu-
tional, professional, ceremonial, jurisdictional, or plural. It may require process, be contested, or be invisible
to an outside observer. When authority is unresolved, the proper response is not to infer permission. The
proper response is to route.

It is worth distinguishing route from refusal directly, since both halt movement. Route is the system’s own
response to uncertainty: a temporary, self-imposed nonauthorization held while the proper authority is iden-
tified. Refusal is the system’s reception of a legitimate block issued by an authority that has standing. Route
is provisional and resolves when authority is found; refusal is a completed governance outcome. A system
routes because it does not yet know; it accepts a refusal because an authority has decided.

Silence is not authorization. Lack of visible restriction is not authorization. Public availability is not autho-
rization. Searchability is not authorization. A scraped corpus does not authorize training merely because the
material was reachable. Systems that treat silence as permission convert ignorance into power (Tuck and
Yang 2014; Carroll et al. 2020; Couldry and Mejias 2019; Local Contexts n.d.-a).

Refusal also differs from privacy. Privacy usually concerns access, disclosure, identifiability, personal con-
trol, or exposure. Refusal may involve privacy, but it is broader. It can govern movement, transformation,
translation, training, preservation, display, circulation, interpretation, or action. A community may refuse
extraction not because material is unknown, but because the conditions of movement are not met. A family
may refuse public circulation of a story not because the story lacks value, but because its value is inseparable
from relation and responsibility.

This matters in AI and platform contexts. Large-scale systems often treat available material as potential
training, indexing, summarizing, or answerable material. Once ingested, prior conditions become hard to
see. The model may reproduce patterns without preserving source-path, authority, or protocol position. A
refusal expressed at source level may disappear at output level. Worse, a model may generate fluent approx-
imations of material whose movement should have been blocked. Processing is not authorization. Scraping
is not stewardship. Training is not consent. Indexing is not publicness. Summarization is not answerability
(Couldry and Mejias 2019; Carroll et al. 2020; Roberts and Montoya 2023; Ji et al. 2023).
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Refusal can also repair. It may identify a broken condition: improper holding, decontextualized records,
exposure without authority, misleading summaries, protected sub-material, or use beyond the purpose for
which access was granted. In that sense, refusal is not merely prohibitive. It identifies the edge at which
movement has outrun legitimacy.

The framework must also acknowledge hard cases. Refusal can be asserted falsely. Institutions can claim
refusal to avoid accountability. Governments can hide records. Corporations can invoke restriction to shield
wrongdoing. Archives can over-restrict. A claimed refusal is not automatically valid because it uses re-
fusal language. Shoreline therefore distinguishes refusal from obstruction and asks: who is blocking what
transition, by what authority, under what conditions, and with what accountability?

Without refusal, everymodel of informationmovement tilts toward extraction. It may speak of access, preser-
vation, openness, innovation, research, or public benefit. But if it lacks a real place for valid nonmovement,
it will treat governed boundaries as temporary obstacles to technical completion. Refusal is the concept that
prevents the framework from assuming that all information ultimately wants to circulate.

VII. Mediation, AI, and Synthetic Closure

Shoreline treats AI systems, search engines, recommendation systems, platform feeds, dashboards, catalogs,
and summaries as mediation layers. A mediation layer stands between an object and a user. It retrieves,
ranks, compresses, translates, formats, predicts, summarizes, or presents. Mediation can be valuable, but it
becomes dangerous when mistaken for the record itself (Colavizza et al. 2021; Ji et al. 2023; Google 2024;
Huang et al. 2023).

Mediated output often arrives with the appearance of completion. A search result ranks one source above
another. A dashboard converts many objects into a clean visual summary. An archive interface displays
a catalog description while hiding gaps in provenance. A platform presents exposed material as if it were
simply public. An AI system produces a fluent paragraph that reads as if inquiry has been completed. The
user encounters an answer-like form, and the form substitutes for the conditions that would make the answer
accountable.

This is not merely a problem of factual error. A false answer is obviously a problem, but a true answer may
also be poorly mediated. The issue is whether the answer remains answerable. Can the user trace it back to
its source ecology? Can the user check it? Does the output preserve context, date, uncertainty, jurisdiction,
source-type, disagreement, satire, role, or protocol? Can it be corrected? Or does it convert a complex field
into a smooth surface?

Synthetic closure occurs when a mediated output makes inquiry appear complete while hiding the conditions
under which the claim could be traced, checked, authorized, contextualized, or corrected. The output may be
grammatically polished, visually clean, institutionally branded, or computationally confident. It may even
contain links. But if the user’s epistemic situation is closed rather than opened, the mediation layer has
performed an invalid status transition (Ji et al. 2023; Zhang et al. 2023; Huang et al. 2023; Google 2024).

This is why Shoreline does not reduce AI failure to hallucination. Hallucination names one failure: the sys-
tem produces content not grounded in the relevant source field. Synthetic closure names a broader failure:
the system produces an answer-like output that makes inquiry appear settled when the conditions of knowl-
edge have not been maintained. Synthetic closure can occur without outright fabrication. The output may
be based on real material and still fail because it collapses context, uncertainty, authority, or contestability.
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The Google AI Overviews episode is useful as a public calibration case because it makes the structure visible.
The problem was not only that some outputs were odd or inaccurate. The deeper issue was that a search
mediation layer produced completed-looking answers from weak or unsuitable source contexts, including
satirical material and forum-derived content. The user did not merely see a source list. The user saw a
synthesized answer. The output had moved from retrieval into apparent knowledge (Google 2024; Business
Insider 2024b; Ji et al. 2023).

The risk increases when output is action-bearing. A bad summary of a literary controversy may confuse. A
bad summary of a medical, legal, safety, financial, or cybersecurity issue may harm. Shoreline therefore
treats high-stakes mediation as requiring a stronger route trigger. If a system converts weak sources into
health advice, legal advice, safety instructions, exploit guidance, or protected-context claims, the issue is not
merely quality. The system is making something actionable without the conditions that would justify action.

Shoreline’s answer is not to reject mediation. It is to govern mediation through answerability. A good
mediation layer preserves source-path, context, uncertainty, contestability, and repair. It distinguishes nav-
igation from substitution. It says when it is summarizing, inferring, relying on weak sources, encountering
unresolved authority, or routing rather than answering.

A clarification about architecture forestalls a common objection. Shoreline governs the mediation system
as deployed, not the bare foundation model. A transformer’s weights compress and synthesize across a cor-
pus; demanding a one-to-one source-path from the weights themselves would misread the architecture. But
consumer mediation systems are not bare models. They retrieve, rank, format, caption, and present, and it is
at that deployed layer that answerability is owed. Where a system retrieves — as retrieval-augmented gen-
eration systems do (Lewis et al. 2020) — the answerability conditions apply to the retrieval-and-synthesis
path. Where a system generates without retrieval, answerability does not mean a fabricated citation; it means
epistemic transparency—an interface that reflects the synthesized, uncertain, and possibly unsourced char-
acter of the output rather than presenting it in an authoritative form. The architectural limit is therefore not
an excuse but a trigger: if a system’s architecture cannot sustain source-path, context, and contestability for
an action-bearing claim—in health, legal, safety, financial, or cybersecurity domains—the proper protocol
position is to route, warn, degrade gracefully, or withhold, not to synthesize closure. Inability to meet the
conditions of answerable knowledge is a reason not to assert knowledge, not a license to assert it anyway (Ji
et al. 2023; Google 2024).

VIII. Calibration Cases: What the Framework Can Currently Show

The Shoreline Framework is accompanied by a draft operator packet, but the instruments are not validated.
They have been internally calibrated and prepared for future external scoring. The cases discussed here
demonstrate preliminary discriminating capacity. They show that the framework can make distinctions or-
dinary access-based analysis tends to collapse. They do not prove that the instruments are ready for certifi-
cation, compliance, or public deployment.

The current calibration set includes four public Register 1 or mediation-layer cases: the 2023 Roald Dahl
edition controversy, 2025 federal data removals, CVE-2024-3094 involving XZ Utils, and the 2024 Google
AI Overviews episode. Each tests a different boundary: alteration versus erasure, deletion versus functional
erasure, openness versus exposure, public-function actionability versus restriction, and mediation versus
recordhood.
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Case Framework test Main distinction Current result

Roald Dahl editions,
2023

Alteration vs erasure Record resistance Prior textual ecology
resisted collapse

Federal data removals,
2025

Removal vs functional
erasure

Object-class splitting Cannot score as one
object; requires
protected-submaterial
screen

CVE-2024-3094 / XZ
Utils

Consequential public
information

Low-thickness
public-function
openness

Remains open with
dual-use boundary

Google AI Overviews,
2024

AI-mediated answer Synthetic closure Fails answerability
when output hides weak
source conditions

The Dahl case tests record resistance. A simple access frame might ask whether readers could still obtain
some version of the books. A simple censorship frame might ask whether edits occurred. Shoreline asks
whether the altered edition collapsed the prior textual ecology or whether the broader record ecology resisted
erasure. The case shows high record resistance: prior editions remained available through multiple channels;
comparison paths existed; changeswere publicly detectable and contested; and publication of classic versions
functioned as repair (Penguin 2023; Associated Press 2023; Guardian 2023).

The federal-data case tests heterogeneous public-data removal and repair. A simple access model might
ask whether data were online or offline. Shoreline rejects that simplification. A public-data removal episode
may include multiple object classes: archived or mirrored resources, dynamic-only resources, restored pages,
altered reposts, and protected sub-material. The case therefore requires object-class splitting. It should not
be scored as one object (Kaiser Family Foundation 2025; Freilich et al. 2025; Data Rescue Project 2025;
Associated Press 2025).

The CVE-2024-3094 / XZUtils case functions as a low-thickness public-function control. Shorelinemust not
route everything merely because information is consequential. Public vulnerability records and advisories
serve their function by being findable, traceable, checkable, and actionable. The CVE case tests whether
Shoreline can preserve openness where openness is proper, while still distinguishing public characterization
from harmful operationalization (National Vulnerability Database 2024; National Vulnerability Database
n.d.; Przymus and Durieux 2025).

The Google AI Overviews case tests synthetic closure. The object is not the underlying source field but the
public AI-generated search overview as a mediation-layer output. The framework asks whether the output
preserves the conditions required for answerability: source context, uncertainty, source type, and exploratory
path. The case shows why misinformation language is not enough. The problem is not simply that an answer
may be wrong; it is that a mediation layer may transform weak or inappropriate source material into a settled-
looking answer (Google 2024; Business Insider 2024b; Ji et al. 2023).

A brief walkthrough shows how the operator packet connects to the theory. One operator-packet instrument,
the Claim Answerability Gates, asks whether a claim is traceable, checkable, authorized within its source
context, properly scoped, and corrigible. In this case, the object under review is the AI-generated overview
itself. A synthetically closed answer may fail even if it contains fragments of real information, because the
user cannot tell whether the answer comes from an authoritative source, satire, forum discussion, outdated
material, or model inference. The Shoreline Assessment Protocol therefore does not ask only, “Was the
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output true or false?” It asks whether the output preserved the conditions under which the answer could
remain answerable. Where the output supplies action-bearing advice while hiding weak source context, the
proper result is not ordinary answer status but route, warning, correction, or withdrawal.

The four cases also show why the framework uses maturity labels. The current operator packet has been
internally calibrated, but external review is deferred. It is therefore improper to claim validation. The honest
status is that the instruments have shown preliminary discriminating capacity on selected cases. They can
distinguish alteration from erasure, heterogeneous deletion from functional erasure, public-function open-
ness from over-routing, and AI mediation from recordhood. But they have not been tested by independent
external scorers, validated, community-reviewed, or authorized for Register 2 application.

This limitation is not a weakness to hide. It is part of Shoreline’s discipline. Internal calibration does not
become validation merely because it is useful. A prepared external scoring packet does not become external
review merely because it exists. A route-only test does not become community authorization. The project’s
credibility depends on marking those boundaries plainly.

IX. The Companion Operator Packet

The Shoreline Framework is accompanied by a companion operator packet. The paper makes the argument;
the packet demonstrates how the argument can be translated into disciplined practice. The paper should be
judged as a framework: whether it names a real problem, supplies useful distinctions, and clarifies failures
in information movement. The packet should be judged as a draft instrument suite: whether it can generate
consistent screens, scoring profiles, route decisions, and repair instructions.

The operator packet is not a validated tool, certification system, compliance instrument, or public standard.
It is a companion artifact showing operational capacity. Its purpose is not to close the argument by measure-
ment, but to make the argument testable.

The current operator packet contains six instruments. The Record Resistance Index profiles conditions that
allow a record ecology to resist alteration, disappearance, substitution, or functional erasure. The Holding
Legitimacy Profile asks whether an object is rightly held, governed, circulated, or used. The Relational
Thickness / Detachability Scale asks how much meaning, authority, legitimacy, and movement depend on
relation, role, place, context, or protocol. The Shoreline Assessment Protocol evaluates mediation layers
such as AI systems, search engines, platforms, archives, dashboards, catalogs, and summaries. The Claim
Answerability Gates ask whether a claim is traceable, checkable, authorized, contextualized, and corrigible.
The Protocol Status Taxonomy distinguishes actual protocol position from apparent openness, exposure, and
unknown/route conditions.

The operator packet also includes shared screens applied before scoring: source-path sufficiency, object
definition, object-class splitting, register and thickness assessment, protected-submaterial screening, safety
or dual-use triggers, and route/halt conditions. These screens are as important as the scoring tables. A score
given to the wrong object is worse than no score. A score that should have routed is a false authorization. A
score that averages away disagreement creates synthetic closure inside the framework itself (O’Connor and
Joffe 2020; American Educational Research Association, American Psychological Association, and National
Council on Measurement in Education 2014; Lincoln and Guba 1985).

The current packet has been developed through internal calibration on four cases. Those cases showed that
the instruments can distinguish alteration from erasure, heterogeneous public-data loss from simple deletion,
low-thickness public-function openness from over-routing, and AI mediation failure from ordinary factual
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error. The calibration also produced repairs: object-class splitting and protected-submaterial screening for
federal data; a dual-use boundary for public vulnerability records; a health and safety route trigger for AI
summaries; and a maturity distinction between modeled internal divergence and actual external review.

These repairs are evidence of usefulness, not validation. A draft instrument becomes more credible when
it can fail and be repaired, but failure-and-repair within one development environment is not independent
validation. The operator packet is therefore best described as internally calibrated and externally score-ready,
with external review deferred. That status must remain visible wherever the packet is discussed.

X. Rival Explanations and Why Shoreline Is Needed

Shoreline overlaps with archival theory, data governance, Indigenous data sovereignty, public records law,
information ethics, misinformation studies, privacy, intellectual property, platform governance, andAI safety.
It does not replace these fields. It names a problem that often appears between them.

The closest prior framework to several of these distinctions is Helen Nissenbaum’s contextual integrity,
which holds that privacy is the appropriate flow of information and that a flow is appropriate when it con-
forms to the context-relative informational norms of a setting, specified by the data subject, sender, recip-
ient, information type, and transmission principle (Nissenbaum 2004, 2010). Contextual integrity already
captures much of what Shoreline means by “exposure is not openness” and “access is not authority”: infor-
mation appearing in one context carries no license to flow into another, and public visibility does not settle
appropriate use. Shoreline does not claim to have discovered that information movement is governed by
context. Its contribution lies elsewhere, and the difference is precise. Contextual integrity is a theory of
flow—whether a given transmission between actors is normatively appropriate—developed as an account of
privacy. Shoreline is a theory of status—what an object is (record, evidence, knowledge, actionable) and
the conditions under which it gains, holds, loses, regains, or is refused that standing. Three consequences
follow that contextual integrity does not supply. First, the separation of record resistance from holding
legitimacy is orthogonal to flow-appropriateness: whether an object survives alteration and whether it is
rightly held are not questions about the norms of a transmission. Second, the account of mediation and syn-
thetic closure concerns how an interface can manufacture the appearance of settled knowledge—a failure
of epistemic form, not of who receives which information. Third, routing supplies an operational response
to unresolved authority—halt outward movement and seek the authority path—where contextual integrity
diagnoses violation without prescribing the system’s action under uncertainty. Shoreline is therefore best
read as consolidating the context-sensitivity that contextual integrity established for privacy and extending
it into a status-transition account that spans preservation, legitimacy, mediation, and refusal.

Access and open-data frameworks rightly emphasize availability, transparency, public oversight, reuse, and
the democratic value of open information. Many public records should be accessible and many datasets
should circulate. Shoreline rejects only the inference that access itself settles authority. Open-data analysis
is strongest when the object is properly public and the question is how to preserve availability. It is weaker
when public visibility is exposure, datasets contain protected sub-material, or restoration requires object-class
analysis (OpenGovData 2007; Open Data Charter n.d.; Dawes 2010).

Public-records law deserves specific treatment, because it operates on a presumption of disclosure that Shore-
line must not appear to override. It does not. In a Register 1 public-function system, routing is not an extra-
legal withholding; it is the administrative compliance pause that disclosure regimes already contain—the
interval in which an agency, rather than auto-publishing, reviews material for statutory exemptions such as
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privacy, law enforcement, national security, or protections for cultural heritage. Shoreline supplies a trig-
ger for that existing review, particularly for protected sub-material that no keyword flag would catch but a
relational-thickness signal would. Object-class splitting is the framework’s name for what disclosure law
already calls severability (5 U.S.C. § 552(b)): where a dataset contains protected sub-material, the lawful re-
sponse is to isolate and redact that material so the public-function remainder can be released, not to withhold
the whole.

Two boundaries keep this from cutting the wrong way. Shoreline creates no new authority to withhold; it
adds no exemption that statute does not already provide. Where a disclosure mandate compels release of
relationally thick material that has no statutory exemption, the framework does not invent an override—it
names the result accurately as exposure without authorization, a loss of proper conditions that the law has
compelled. And the framework’s own logic forecloses its misuse in the opposite direction: an agency that
invokes “relational thickness” to withhold material the law requires disclosed is not exercising refusal but
committing obstruction, blocking answerability under cover of a governance vocabulary it has no standing
to apply (National Park Service 2024; Bureau of Indian Affairs n.d.).

Archival preservation frameworks understand provenance, custody, description, fixity, institutional memory,
and record fragility. Shoreline depends on these insights but adds a second axis: preservation must be
distinguished from legitimacy. A record may be well preserved and wrongfully held. A catalog may be
accurate and still describe an object whose authority conditions remain unresolved (Upward 1996; Society
of American Archivists n.d.-a; Local Contexts n.d.-a).

Data ethics and data governance frameworks explain harms of collection, use, privacy, consent, bias, surveil-
lance, and accountability. Shoreline shares these concerns but pushes earlier. It asks how something becomes
data, what was lost in that transition, whether the object was properly detached, whether the authority ecology
permitted the movement, and whether protected sub-material should route rather than be scored as ordinary
public information (Couldry and Mejias 2019; Roberts and Montoya 2023; Carroll et al. 2020).

Indigenous data sovereignty and Indigenous data governance frameworks are especially important to Shore-
line’s interface architecture. Principles such as authority, control, consent, responsibility, relational account-
ability, and community governance are indispensable for understanding why access does not equal permis-
sion. Shoreline should not absorb these frameworks as if they were its own invention. Its role is to ask what
outside systems must do when they encounter material whose conditions are not theirs to define (Carroll et
al. 2020; First Nations Information Governance Centre n.d.; Local Contexts n.d.-a).

Misinformation and disinformation frameworks focus on falsehood, manipulation, deception, amplification,
and public harm. These concerns are real, but not broad enough for Shoreline’s purposes. A mediated
output can be harmful even when it is not simply false. A model may produce a correct statement while
hiding uncertainty, source type, disagreement, or authority. Shoreline therefore treats truth and falsity as
only part of the problem. The deeper question is whether a claim remains traceable, checkable, authorized,
contextualized, and corrigible.

AI safety and platform governance frameworks explain output risk, model behavior, moderation, ranking,
recommender effects, hallucination, alignment, and harmful content. Shoreline adds a specific account of
mediation as status transition. AI systems do not merely generate text. They move material across status
boundaries: source field to summary, retrieval to answer, probability to assertion, exposure to apparent
openness, fluency to apparent knowledge. Synthetic closure names a failure ordinary AI safety language
can miss (Ji et al. 2023; Zhang et al. 2023; Huang et al. 2023; Google 2024).

Each adjacent framework captures something real. Shoreline’s claim is that none of them, by itself, consis-
tently tracks the full set of transitions at issue. Shoreline asks: what is the object, what status does it claim,
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what conditions maintain that status, what transition is being attempted, who has authority over that transi-
tion, what protocol position governs movement, what would count as repair, and when must the system route
or refuse?

XI. Limits and Validation Pathway

The Shoreline Framework must be limited by its own rule. Status does not transfer without conditions. A
draft instrument suite does not become validated because it is coherent. Internal calibration does not become
external review because it is useful. A prepared scoring packet does not become completed scoring because
it exists. A route-only test does not become community authorization. If Shoreline is to be credible, it must
refuse to counterfeit its own maturity.

The present paper makes a bounded claim. It introduces the framework, defines its vocabulary, explains
the two-register architecture, develops the interface problem, and demonstrates preliminary discriminating
capacity through four internally calibrated cases. It does not claim that the companion instruments have been
externally validated, that they are ready for public compliance use, that they have been reviewed by relevant
communities or authority ecologies, or that the paper speaks for any tribe, nation, family, community, or
governance body.

This limitation is a condition of responsible presentation. Shoreline is most useful when it preserves the
difference between proposal, prototype, internal calibration, external review, validation, and authority. Many
frameworks move too quickly from insight to instrument, from instrument to standard, and from standard
to institutional use. Shoreline should not repeat that pattern. Its current status is precise: the framework
paper is draftable; the operator packet is internally calibrated through v0.3; the external scoring packet is
prepared; external review is deferred; validation is not claimed (American Educational Research Association,
American Psychological Association, and National Council onMeasurement in Education 2014; Lincoln and
Guba 1985; O’Connor and Joffe 2020; Mokkink et al. 2010).

The most important limit concerns Register 2 and protected-context material. Shoreline can say that apparent
openness is not actual openness, that exposure should not be laundered into authorization, that unknown
authority conditions require routing, and that outside systems owe interface obligations. But it cannot decide,
from outside, the proper status of a particular community-held object, story, recording, practice, place-based
relation, or governed knowledge item. That determination belongs to the relevant authority ecology.

One objection strikes at the framework’s coherence rather than its scope: if assessing relational thickness
required investigating an object’s relations, then the very instrument meant to protect a boundary would cross
it. The objection is answered by the asymmetry built into routing (Section IV). An outside system is never
asked to establish thickness by investigation; it is asked to read detachability from signals it already holds,
and to route whenever those signals are absent or unclear. Because uncertainty resolves toward governed
rather than open, protection is the default that requires no inquiry, and inquiry is reserved for justifying
movement. The framework therefore does not require the boundary-violating investigation it forbids. This
is not a peripheral defense; it is a condition of the interface obligations’ coherence. A framework that could
protect relational knowledge only by first investigating it would be self-defeating, and Shoreline avoids that
outcome by making non-movement, not investigation, the response to uncertainty.

This is why the current calibration cases are deliberately limited to public Register 1 or mediation-layer cases.
Dahl, federal data, CVE-2024-3094, and AI Overviews test the framework without requiring unauthorized
determination of protected material. They do not validate the framework for Register 2 applications, certify
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the interface obligations, or authorize use on specific tribal, ceremonial, family-held, or community-governed
materials.

The next validation condition is independent external scoring. Reviewers should include records or archival
expertise; information systems, AI, platform, cybersecurity, or data-governance expertise; and legal, gov-
ernance, or standing-sensitive expertise. Community archives, Indigenous data governance, or protocol-
sensitive review may be useful only within a route-only or properly authorized scope. Reviewers should
score independently and expose divergence rather than produce artificial agreement.

Divergence must be logged rather than averaged away. If reviewers define different objects, the object
definition must be repaired. If they disagree about register or thickness, routing criteria must be repaired. If
they disagree about source sufficiency, the source packet must be repaired. If they agree too easily because
the form hides disagreement, the scoring template must be repaired. False consensus is another form of
synthetic closure.

No stronger maturity label should be used until the conditions for that label are met. “Externally scored”
requires actual external scoring. “Cross-operator checked” requires independent scoring and divergence
analysis. “Validated” requires a larger case set, repeated scoring, repair after divergence, misuse analysis,
and appropriate standing review for protected-context claims. “Community-reviewed” requires review by
the relevant community or authority ecology, not generalized respect language. “Register 2 authorized”
requires actual authority, not theoretical sympathy.

XII. Conclusion: The Shoreline as Boundary Discipline

The Shoreline Framework begins with a simple refusal: do not treat availability as authority. A visible object
is not necessarily open. A stored object is not necessarily rightly held. A preserved object is not necessarily
repaired. A fluent answer is not necessarily knowledge. A missing page is not necessarily erasure. A refusal
is not necessarily obstruction. Information movement is legitimate only when the conditions of movement
are maintained.

The shoreline is not a wall against knowledge. It is a boundary discipline for movement. Things can cross,
and many things should. Public records should support accountability. Emergency information should move
quickly. Public vulnerability records should remain traceable and actionable. Scientific findings should cir-
culate. Archives should preserve. Search systems should help users find. AI systems may assist exploration.
The framework is not anti-access, anti-technology, or anti-preservation. It is against status transfer without
conditions.

The paper has developed Shoreline through a set of boundary distinctions that modern information systems
routinely blur through scale, interface design, data aggregation, platform exposure, archival custody, algo-
rithmic summary, and fluent generated language. Those distinctions matter because they prevent technical
movement from becoming its own authorization.

Shoreline also distinguishes record ecology from relational knowledge governance. Record ecology depends
on provenance, custody, indexing, fixity, accountability, contestability, and repair. Relational knowledge
governance depends on authority conditions that may include role, place, family, community, ceremony,
season, consent, refusal, and living transmission. The question is what happens at the interface, where
systems built for one set of conditions encounter objects governed by another.

The calibration cases show why the framework is useful. The Dahl case shows that alteration is not neces-
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sarily erasure when record resistance is strong. The federal-data case shows that public removal events must
be split by object class and screened for protected sub-material. The CVE case shows that Shoreline can pre-
serve low-thickness public-function openness rather than over-routing consequential information. The AI
Overview case shows that mediation can fail by producing synthetic closure: a completed-looking answer
without the conditions of answerability.

Together, these cases demonstrate preliminary discriminating capacity. They do not validate the instruments.
The companion operator packet remains a draft tool and future validation object. It has been internally cali-
brated, repaired, and prepared for external scoring, but external review is deferred and Register 2 applications
remain routed. The framework does not claim maturity it does not have.

Shoreline offers a vocabulary for slowing crossings down. Before movement, ask: what is the object? What
status does it hold? What conditions maintain that status? What transition is being attempted? Who has
authority? Is the object open, governed, restricted, held, exposed, or unresolved? Is preservation repairing
the right thing? Is refusal valid? Is mediation preserving answerability or replacing it? Is the proper response
access, repair, refusal, conditional movement, or route?

These questions do not solve every case in advance. They prevent the most dangerous shortcut: letting move-
ment itself decide legitimacy. Information systems need more than access controls, preservation tools, meta-
data schemas, AI safeguards, or ethical principles considered separately. They need a way to see when status
is being transferred without the conditions that make transfer legitimate. Shoreline provides that boundary
discipline.

Status and Limitations

This is an unrefereed preprint. It has not been peer-reviewed, externally validated, or community-reviewed.
The companion instrument suite is internally calibrated only, and its cross-operator divergence is modeled
rather than produced by independent reviewers; it is a draft tool and a future validation object, not a vali-
dated or certified instrument. The framework theorizes the interface to relationally governed (Register 2)
knowledge from outside and claims no authority over that knowledge: any determination there belongs to
the relevant community, not to this work. Section XI sets out the validation pathway. The framework does
not claim maturity it does not have.

Appendix A — Proposed Next Stages of Development

This appendix identifies the next development stages for the Shoreline Framework after the present
manuscript draft. It is not a validation claim. It is a development map. The companion operator packet
remains:

INTERNAL_CALIBRATION_COMPLETE_FOR_v0.3; EXTERNAL_REVIEW_READY_BUT_DEFERRED;
NOT_VALIDATED

The stages below should be read as prospective conditions for further maturity, not as completed achieve-
ments.
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Stage 1 —Manuscript Stabilization

Purpose: prepare the framework paper for serious external reading without overburdening it with instrument
validation claims.

Work to complete:

1. select the target venue or target audience;
2. finalize citation style and reference formatting;
3. perform a line-level citation audit;
4. decide whether Figure 1 should appear as SVG, PNG, PDF, or simplified table;
5. trim or retain the calibration cases depending on venue length;
6. prepare a short “operator packet status” note for reviewers.

Gate condition: the paper can be circulated as a framework article without implying that the operator packet
is validated.

Output: SUBMISSION_READY_FRAMEWORK_MANUSCRIPT_v1.0.

Stage 2 — External Scoring Preparation

Purpose: prepare the companion operator packet for independent review while preserving the distinction
between framework publication and instrument validation.

Work to complete:

1. freeze the operator packet version to be reviewed;
2. freeze the calibration case packet;
3. create reviewer instructions;
4. define reviewer roles without simulating them internally;
5. prepare scoring forms;
6. prepare a divergence log template;
7. prepare a misuse and overclaim warning sheet.

Gate condition: external reviewers can apply the packet without needing private development context.

Output: EXTERNAL_SCORING_PACKET_READY_v1.0.

Stage 3 — Independent External Scoring

Purpose: test whether independent reviewers can use the operator packet consistently enough to expose
useful agreement, disagreement, ambiguity, and repair needs.

Recommended reviewer capacities:

1. archival, records, or preservation expertise;
2. data governance, public information, AI, platform, or cybersecurity expertise;
3. legal, administrative, institutional, or standing-sensitive governance expertise;
4. optional community archives, Indigenous data governance, or protocol-sensitive review, but only for

route-only or properly authorized materials.

Required rule: reviewers should score independently before discussion. Divergence should be logged rather
than averaged away.
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Gate condition: the project has actual external scoring results, not modeled review.

Output: EXTERNAL_SCORING_RESULTS_MEMO_v1.0.

Stage 4 — Divergence Repair and Instrument Revision

Purpose: convert external disagreement into better definitions, screens, route instructions, and case bound-
aries.

Repair questions:

1. Did reviewers define the same object?
2. Did they identify the same register?
3. Did they agree on relational thickness?
4. Did they agree on source-path sufficiency?
5. Did any case require route rather than scoring?
6. Did scoring categories force false consensus?
7. Did the packet produce any overconfident or unsafe result?

Gate condition: no instrument revision may claim improvement unless it is tied to a logged divergence,
failure, ambiguity, or misuse risk.

Output: OPERATOR_PACKET_REPAIRED_AFTER_EXTERNAL_SCORING_v1.1.

Stage 5 — Register 2 / Standing Protocol Development

Purpose: develop a responsible pathway for protected-context or relationally governed materials without
letting the framework appoint itself as authority.

Required boundary: Shoreline may route, halt, describe interface obligations, and identify standing-
sensitive conditions. It may not determine the actual protocol position of Register 2 material without the
relevant authority ecology.

Possible work products:

1. standing-screen protocol;
2. route-only review protocol;
3. community-invited review pathway;
4. refusal-acceptance template;
5. return/restriction/conditional-carriage decision record;
6. “do not score” category for unauthorized materials.

Gate condition: no Register 2 application may be described as authorized, reviewed, or validated unless the
relevant authority ecology actually participates or grants authority.

Output: REGISTER_2_STANDING_AND_ROUTE_PROTOCOL_v0.1.

Stage 6 — Public-Facing Translation

Purpose: prepare accessible explanations without weakening the framework’s boundaries.

Possible formats:

1. one-page public explainer;
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2. visual diagram set;
3. website page for the framework;
4. short slide deck;
5. operator-packet status page;
6. public note on why the tool is not yet validated.

Gate condition: public-facing materials must preserve the validation boundary and must not market the
operator packet as a compliance tool.

Output: PUBLIC_EXPLAINER_AND_STATUS_PAGE_v1.0.

Stage 7 —Maintenance, Misuse Monitoring, and Version Governance

Purpose: keep the framework corrigible after circulation.

Maintenance duties:

1. maintain a version ledger;
2. record known weaknesses;
3. track misuse risks;
4. log overclaim attempts;
5. update source anchors;
6. distinguish framework updates from operator-packet updates;
7. preserve deprecated versions for comparison.

Misuse warnings to monitor:

1. institutions using “route” to delay accountability;
2. platforms using “unclear authority” to avoid removal or repair;
3. researchers using thickness scores as if they determine cultural authority;
4. agencies using refusal language to hide public records;
5. AI systems using citation or summary as substitute authorization;
6. readers treating internal calibration as validation.

Gate condition: the project remains answerable to its own maturity labels.

Output: SHORELINE_MAINTENANCE_AND_MISUSE_LOG_v1.0.

Stage 8 — Second Article or Technical Note

Purpose: separate the framework article from later instrument-validation work.

The present manuscript should be treated as the framework article. A later article or technical note can report
the external scoring process, divergence repairs, and instrument revisions. This prevents the first paper from
carrying a validation burden it does not yet meet.

Possible title:

Testing the Shoreline Operator Packet: External Scoring, Divergence, and Repair after a Status-
Transition Framework for Information Movement

Gate condition: a second article or technical note should not be drafted as validation unless external scoring
has actually occurred.

Output: OPERATOR_PACKET_VALIDATION_ARTICLE_OR_TECHNICAL_NOTE_v0.1.
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Development Summary

Stage Name Primary output Maturity effect

1 Manuscript stabilization Framework manuscript
v1.0

Paper becomes
submission-ready

2 External scoring
preparation

External scoring packet Review becomes
possible

3 Independent external
scoring

Results memo Review occurs

4 Divergence repair Repaired operator
packet

Instrument improves

5 Register 2 protocol Standing/route protocol Protected-context
boundary strengthens

6 Public translation Explainer/status page Public comprehension
improves

7 Maintenance
governance

Misuse/version log Long-term corrigibility
improves

8 Second article/technical
note

Validation article or note Instrument claims can
be evaluated separately

The guiding rule across all stages is simple: do not let a future condition appear as a present status.
Shoreline’s development should model the same boundary discipline the framework asks of information
systems.
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