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Abst r act

Thi s docunent defines a normative franework for evaluating the

adm ssibility of speech acts produced by autononous agents in goal -
directed activity. The franmework establishes rules for deternining
whet her an agent’s statenent is adm ssible based on its nodality
(assertive, conditional, refusal, descriptive) and its groundi ng
state, independent of semantic truth.

This framework enabl es determ nistic, auditable evaluation of agent
contributions without requiring truth verification or semantic
interpretation.

Status of This Meno

This Internet-Draft is submtted in full confornmance with the
provi sions of BCP 78 and BCP 79.

Internet-Drafts are working docunents of the Internet Engineering
Task Force (I ETF). Note that other groups may also distribute
wor ki ng documents as Internet-Drafts. The list of current Internet-
Drafts is at https://datatracker.ietf.org/drafts/current/.

Internet-Drafts are draft docunents valid for a maxi mum of six nonths
and may be updated, replaced, or obsol eted by other docunents at any
time. It is inappropriate to use Internet-Drafts as reference
material or to cite themother than as "work in progress."
This Internet-Draft will expire on 10 July 2026

Copyright Notice

Copyright (c) 2026 | ETF Trust and the persons identified as the
docunent authors. Al rights reserved.
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Thi s docunent is subject to BCP 78 and the | ETF Trust’'s Legal
Provisions Relating to | ETF Documents (https://trustee.ietf.org/
license-info) in effect on the date of publication of this docunent.
Pl ease revi ew these docunents carefully, as they describe your rights
and restrictions with respect to this docunent.
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1. Introduction

1.1. Probl em Statenent
Aut ononpbus agents operating in goal-directed environnents produce
statenents that require eval uati on before being acted upon
Tradi tional eval uation approaches rely on semantic truth
verification, which is either inpossible (no oracle exists) or
circular (using another nodel to judge nodel outputs).
Thi s docunent specifies an alternative approach: evaluating
adm ssibility of agent speech acts based on their |ogica
(rmodal ity) and evidential basis (grounding), wthout
verification.

1.2. Scope
Thi s framework:
* Defines admissibility conditions for agent-generated statenents
* Specifies nodality classification rules
* Establishes grounding requirenents for each nodality
* Provides determnistic evaluation axi ons
This framework does NOT:
* Verify semantic truth of statenents
* Mbdel agent reasoning or intent
*  Provide domai n-specific know edge validation
* Replace human judgnent in high-stakes decisions
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1.3.

2.

3.

Desi gn CGoal s
1. *Determnisnf: Sane input produces sane eval uati on outcone
2. *Auditability*: Full trace frominput to evaluation result
3. *Non-circularity*: No agent-generated content validates itself
4. *Modality-sensitivity*: Different statement forms have different
requirenents
Ter mi nol ogy
The key words "MJST", "MJST NOT", "REQUI RED', "SHALL", "SHALL NOT",

"SHOULD', "SHOULD NOT", "RECOMVENDED', "NOT RECOMVENDED', "MAY", and
"OPTIONAL" in this docunment are to be interpreted as described in BCP
14 [ RFC2119] [RFC8174] when, and only when, they appear in all
capital s, as shown here.

Definitions

*Statenent*: A linguistic unit consisting of a subject (what is being
di scussed) and a predicate (what is clained about the subject).

*Modal ity*: The logical formof a statenent that determnes its
manner of participation in normative evaluation. One of: ASSERTI VE,
CONDI TI ONAL, REFUSAL, DESCRI PTI VE.

*@& oundi ng*: The evidential basis for a statenent, consisting of
know edge nodes with associ ated epi stem ¢ st at us.

*Gound Scope*: Cassification of grounding as FACTUAL (observabl e
worl d state) or CONTEXTUAL (user goals, preferences, situational
factors).

*Strength*: Epistemc quality of grounding: STRONG (observed,
confirmed) or WEAK (hypot hesi zed, inferred).

*Li cense*: The set of npdalities pernmitted for a statement given its
groundi ng state.

*Admi ssibility*: Property of a statement whose nodality is withinits
permtted |icense.

*Non- adm ssi bl e*: Property of a statenent whose nodality exceeds its
permitted |icense.

Model Overvi ew
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3.1. Architecture

The eval uation framework operates on three inputs:

I nput s:
F— Statenent (S) - Agent-generated linguistic output
F— GoundSet (G - Avail abl e evidential basis
L— Context (O - Terns considered as given
Qut put :
L— Eval uati onResul t - Adnissibility status with trace

3. 2. Eval uati on Fl ow

Statement — Modality Cdassification — License Derivation — Axi om Check — Status

S Modal i ty(S) Li cense(Q Axi om(M L) St at us
3.3. Separation of Concerns

The framework explicitly separates:

| Modality Statement form classification Semantic |
| interpretation |
S o mm e e e e e e a— oo oo o e e e e m oo oo +
| Grounding | Evidential basis assessnent | Truth verification |
. e - +
| Axions | Admissibility rules | Domain know edge |
N o e e e e e e e meme oo Tt +
Table 1
4. Statement Mdel
4.1. Statement Structure
A Statenent is a tuple:
Statenment : = Subject, Predicate
Where: - Subject: Termdenoting the object of the statenent -

Predi cate: Term denoting property, relation, or state
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4.2. Statenent Admissibility Conditions
A statement MJST satisfy all of the following to be well-forned:
*Condition F1 (Formability)*:
Subject # A Predicate #
*Condition F2 (Contextual |ndependence)*:
Meani ng( Subj ect) and Meani ng(Predi cate) do not depend on Statenent
*Condition F3 (Non-Sel f-Reference)*:
Statement does not refer to itself or its generation process
Violation of any condition results in status |LL_FORMED.

5. Mdality Cassification

5.1. Mbodality Types
Modal ity is a function over Statenent:

Modality : Statenment — {ASSERTIVE, CONDI TI ONAL, REFUSAL, DESCRI PTI VE}

Categorical normative claim |
wi thout explicit conditions |

| CONDI TIONAL | Normative claimwth |
| | explicitly stated conditions |

| REFUSAL | Explicit adm ssion of |
| | inability to determnine [

| DESCRI PTIVE | Factual observation w thout |
| | normative claim |
Tabl e 2
*Not e on GOAL- CONDI Tl ONAL*: Goal -conditional statenents (e.g., "If
your goal is X, do Y') are a syntactic subclass of CONDI TI ONAL

nmodal ity with higher detection priority. They are classified as
CONDI TI ONAL for axi om application purposes.
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5.

ouhwNE

o

2.

. 3.

Modal ity Determ nation

Modal ity MJUST be determ ned by presence of formal indicators (textual
patterns) in the statenent, NOT by semantic interpretation.

*Head- Driven Detection*: Mdality is determ ned by the CORE ASSERTI ON
only (first paragraph or first sentence). Supplenentary clauses in
the tail do not change nodality classification.
Exanpl e:
"Prioritize X. [justification]. If you tell me Y..."

— Core: "Prioritize X'

— Modality: ASSERTIVE (not CONDI Tl ONAL)

*Detection Priority* (evaluated in order, MJST NOT be reordered):

REFUSAL - if refusal indicators present
GOAL- CONDI TIONAL - if goal -conditional structure ("if your goal is...
ASSERTI VE - if reconmendation indicators present in core
CONDI TI ONAL - if condition indicators present in core
DESCRI PTI VE - if purely factual indicators present
ASSERTI VE - default (anti-evasion policy)
Formal Indicators

Formal indicators are textual patterns sufficient for classification.

[ s oo e e e e et
| Modality | I'ndicator Patterns (exanples) |
| REFUSAL | "cannot determ ne", "need nore |
| | information", "insufficient"” |
o e e e e oo oo T +
| GOAL-CONDI TIONAL | "if your goal is", "if you |
| | want to", "assuming you care" |
IR ' +
| CONDI TI ONAL | "if", "unless", "assum ng",

| | "depends on", "given that" |
o e e e e oo oo T +
| ASSERTI VE | "should", "nust", "recomend", |
| | "is better", "prioritize" |
IR e +
| DESCRI PTI VE | "has status", "is blocked by", |
| | "due date is", "blocks" |
o e e e e oo oo T +

Tabl e 3
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*CGoal - Condi tional Override*: Statenments beginning with goal -
conditional structure ("If your goal is X, do Y') MIST be classified
as CONDI TI ONAL even if reconmendation indicators are present.

The default to ASSERTIVE is a POLICY CHO CE for safety-critical
depl oynents. Alternative policies (e.g., CONSERVATI VE_REFUSAL) may
be appropriate for exploratory contexts.
G oundi ng Mdel
G oundSet Structure
GroundSet : = {Know edgeNode}
Know edgeNode : = content, scope, status, confidence
Where: - content: The propositional content - scope: FACTUAL or

CONTEXTUAL - status: OBSERVED, CONFI RVED, HYPOTHESI ZED, | NFERRED -
confidence: Nuneric value [0.0, 1.0]

G ound Scope

[ e s e e e e e
| Scope | Definition | Exanpl es |
| FACTUAL | Cbservable world state | APl responses, |
| | | database records |
R o e m e e e e e oo o e e e e m oo oo +
| CONTEXTUAL | User goals, preferences, | User intent, |
| | situational factors | business priorities |
T o m e e e e e e e oo - S +

Table 4

Strength Derivation

Strength is derived fromcontent properties, NOT fromtransport
channel .

*CRI TI CAL PRI NCI PLE: Content - Based Warrant*

Tool call # truth acquired.

The act of invoking a tool or external systemis a causal action.
The epistemc status of a proposition is a property of the content

returned and its evidential warrant, not of the transport nechani sm
by which it was obtai ned.
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Accordingly, weakly warranted propositions MJST NOT be upgraded to
STRONG sol ely by passing through tools, expert systens, or APls
wi thout an explicit inprovenent in evidential status.

Strengt h(node) : =

STRONG if status = CONFIRMED A confidence threshold

WEAK ot herw se
The threshold value (e.g., 0.7) is illustrative. Inplenmentations MAY
use different threshol ds provi ded the STRONG WEAK di stinction remains
determnistic and docunent ed
For tool -derived observations (APl responses, database records):
status = OBSERVED or CONFI RVED

confidence = 1.0
— Strength = STRONG

For cognitive context (user preferences, inferred goals):
status = HYPOTHESI ZED or CANDI DATE
confidence < 0.7
— Strength = WEAK
This prevents illegitinmate upgradi ng of weakly warranted
propositions: such propositions cannot acquire STRONG status nerely
by passing through tool boundari es.
6.4. Scope Strength Aggregation
Wthin a scope, strongest evidence deternines scope strength:
ScopeStrengt h(scope, Q :=
STRONG if 3 node € G: node.scope = scope A Strength(node) = STRONG
WEAK ot herwi se
6.5. License Derivation

Li cense is derived from G oundSet conposition

Romanchuk Expires 10 July 2026 [ Page 9]



I nternet-Draft Normative Admi ssibility January 2026

[ ool s sy ool s s
| G oundSet | FACTUAL | CONTEXTUAL | Permitted Modalities |
| Conposition | | | |
[ R el el el s el
| FACTUAL | STRONG | NA | ASSERTI VE, |
| only | | | CONDI TI ONAL, REFUSAL |
I i Fo-m e - - I I T +
| FACTUAL | WEAK | NA | CONDI TI ONAL, REFUSAL |
| only | | | |
i i +---- - - - I i R +
| FACTUAL + | STRONG | STRONG | ASSERTI VE, |
| CONTEXTUAL | | | CONDI TI ONAL, REFUSAL |
I i Fo-m e - - I I T +
| FACTUAL + | STRONG | WEAK | CONDI TI ONAL, REFUSAL |
| CONTEXTUAL | | | |
i i +---- - - - I i R +
| FACTUAL + | WEAK | any | CONDI TI ONAL, REFUSAL |
| CONTEXTUAL | | | |
I i Fo-m e - - I I T +
| CONTEXTUAL | N A | any | REFUSAL |
| only | | | |
i i +---- - - - I i R +
| Enpty | NA | NA | REFUSAL |
I R I I i I I +
Table 5

7. Normative AXions
7.1. Axiom A5: Prohibition of Ungrounded Assertive C ains

Modal i ty(S) = ASSERTIVE A ASSERTIVE License(G
— Status(S) = VI OLATES_NORM

Applicability: ASSERTIVE nodality only.

An assertive statement w thout sufficient grounding is non-
adm ssi bl e.

7.2. Axiom A6: Admi ssibility of Refusal
Modal ity(S) = REFUSAL — Status(S) = ACCEPTABLE
Applicability: REFUSAL nodality only.

Explicit refusal to determine is always adm ssi bl e.
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*Scope Clarification*: This axi omestablishes adnmi ssibility, not
desirability. Excessive or strategic refusal may be undesirable at
the application |ayer but is out of scope for this framework.
Application-layer policies MAY i npose additional constraints on
refusal frequency or patterns.

7.3. Axiom A7: Conditional Admissibility

Modal ity(S) = CONDI TIONAL A ConditionsDecl ared(S)
— Status(S) = CONDI TI ONALLY_ACCEPTABLE

Applicability: COND TIONAL nodality only.

Conditional clainms are adm ssible when conditions are explicit.
7.4. Axiom A4: Groundi ng Requirenent

Normative(S) A GroundSet = — Status(S) = UNSUPPORTED

Applicability: ASSERTIVE, CONDI Tl ONAL nodaliti es.

Nor mati ve cl ai ns require non-enpty grounding.
7.5. Axiom Eval uation Order

Axi oms MUST be evaluated in the foll owi ng order:

1. A6 (REFUSAL) - if Mdality REFUSAL, return ACCEPTABLE

2. A5 (ASSERTI VE) - if Mddality = ASSERTI VE and unlicensed, return VI OLATES NORM

3. A7 (CONDI TIONAL) - if Modality = CONDI TIONAL with conditions, return CONDI TI ONALLY_ACC
EPTABLE

4. A4 ( GROUNDI NG - if normative with enpty ground, return UNSUPPORTED

5. Default - return ACCEPTABLE

8. Eval uation Qutcones

8.1. Status Val ues

[ oo by oo s s s s sy o}
| Status | Meaning |
[ e ey e e e e e
| ACCEPTABLE | Statement is admissible |
o m e e e e e e e oo - Fom e e e e e e e oo s +
| CONDI TI ONALLY_ACCEPTABLE | Statenment is admissible |
| | under stated conditions |
T oo e e e e e e e e e i oo - +
| VI OLATES_NORM | Statenent nodality exceeds |
| | permitted license |
o m e e e e e e e oo - Fom e e e e e e e oo s +
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| UNSUPPORTED | Normative statement |acks |

| | grounding |

S o e e e e e e e e a oo - +

| ILL_FORVMED | Statement fails structural |

| | requirenents |

oo o m oo +

| UNDERDETERM NED | Eval uati on not possible |

| | with available information |

S o e e e e e e e e a oo - +

Table 6

*Term nol ogy Note*: The term VI OLATES_NORM denot es non-admi ssibility
under the evaluation rules defined in this franework. |t does NOT
inmply ethical, legal, or security violation. "Norm refers to the
activity participation rules (axions A4-A7), not external normative
st andar ds.

8.2. Evaluation Result Structure

Eval uati onResult := {
statenent: String,
nmodal ity: Mdality,
|license: Set[Modality],
status: Status,
appl i cabl e_axi om Axiom d,
groundi ng_trace: G oundSet

9. Evaluation Al gorithm

9.1. Agorithm

Romanchuk Expires 10 July 2026 [ Page 12]



I nternet-Draft Normative Admi ssibility January 2026

EVALUATE( st at ement, ground_set):
1. VALI DATE structure (F1, F2, F3)
I F violation THEN RETURN | LL_FORMED

2. DETERM NE nodality M:= Mdality(statenent)
I F nmodal ity cannot be deterni ned THEN RETURN UNDERDETERM NED

3. DERIVE license L := License(ground_set)
I F groundi ng i nconpl ete or anbi guous THEN RETURN UNDERDETERM NED

4. APPLY axions in order:

M = REFUSAL THEN RETURN ACCEPTABLE ( A6)

M = ASSERTI VE AND ASSERTI VE L THEN RETURN VI OLATES NORM ( A5)

M = CONDI TI ONAL AND condi tions_decl ared THEN RETURN CONDI TI ONALLY_ACCEPTABLE (A7)
M € {ASSERTI VE, CONDI TI ONAL} AND ground_set = THEN RETURN UNSUPPORTED ( A4)

M = DESCRI PTI VE AND f actual groundi ng _present THEN RETURN ACCEPTABLE

I
I
|
I
I
I F M= ASSERTI VE AND ASSERTI VE € L THEN RETURN ACCEPTABLE

MMM

5. RETURN UNDERDETERM NED

*Not e on UNDERDETERM NED*: This status indicates that the eval uator

| acks sufficient information or jurisdiction to render a verdict. It
is a valid outcone representing honest acknow edgnent of eval uation
limts, not an error condition. Triggering conditions are

i mpl ement ati on-defined but MJUST include cases where nodality
detection or groundi ng assessnent cannot proceed determnistically.

9.2. Determ ni sm Cuarant ee
G ven identical inputs (statenment, ground_set), the algorithm MJST
produce identical outputs. No probabilistic conmponents are pernmitted
in the eval uation path.
10. Security Considerations
10.1. Mbodality Detection Errors
Incorrect nodality classification may result in:
* *Fal se ASSERTI VE*: Conditional statement classified as assertive
may be incorrectly flagged as VI OLATES NORM
*  *Fal se CONDI TI ONAL*: Assertive statenent classified as conditiona
may evade A5 enforcenent

I mpl enent ati ons SHOULD | og nodal ity determ nation traces for audit.
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10.

10.

10.

11.

12.

12.

12.

2. Gounding Manipul ation
Adversarial agents may attenpt to

* |Inject synthetic "strong" grounding to |license assertive clains
* Omit contextual grounding to avoid scope checks

I mpl enent ati ons MJUST ensure groundi ng sources are authenticated and
MUST NOT al | ow agent -generated content to serve as grounding for the
sanme agent’s cl ai ns.
3. Self-Licensing Prevention
This framework explicitly prevents self-1licensing:
* Agent-generated hypotheses MUST NOT |icense agent assertions
* Tool outputs containing LLM generated content MJST be typed as
| NFERRED, not OBSERVED
4. Limtations
Thi s framework does NOT guar ant ee:
Semantic correctness of admi ssible statements

Absence of hallucination in statenent content
* Domai n-specific validity
Adm ssibility is necessary but not sufficient for trustworthiness.

I ANA Consi derations
Thi s docunent has no | ANA acti ons.
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13.

13.
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13.

13.

Appendi x A: Rational e (Non-Normative)
1. Wiy Form Based Eval uation

Traditional Al evaluation approaches assunme access to ground truth or
enpl oy LLM as-judge patterns. Both are probl enatic:

Gound truth is often unavailable in real-world depl oynents
* LLM as-judge introduces circularity and non-determ ni sm

This framework eval uates statenent form (nodality) agai nst evidential
basis (grounding), avoiding both issues.

2. Wy Mdality Mtters

Different statenent forns carry different epistemc commtnents:

* Assertive clains conmit the speaker to the truth of the claim
Conditional clainms commit only under stated conditions

* Refusals commit to inability to determ ne

Eval uati on nmust be sensitive to these differences.

3. Conservative Assunptions

The framework enpl oys conservative assunptions:

* *Presence = Usage*: If contextual grounding is present, it is
assuned to be used by the statenent. This prevents false

assertive |icenses for contextual clains.

* *Default = Assertive*: Anmbiguous statenments default to assertive
classification. This prevents evasion via vague | anguage.

These assunptions nmay over-restrict in sonme cases but ensure safety
in adversarial conditions.

4. Theoretical Foundation

This framework is infornmed by Zinoviev's Logic of Science, which
di sti ngui shes:

Logic as rules for operating with linguistic forms
* Logic as normative regulation of activity nedi ated by | anguage

Axi ons ABA7 inplement norns of participation in activity, not |aws
of truth or inference.
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Violation indicates a breach of admi ssibility conditions within an
activity, not semantic fal sehood.

14. Appendi x B: Exanpl es (Non-Nornative)
14.1. Assertive Caimwith Strong G oundi ng

Statenent: "Task X bl ocks Task Y"
Modal ity: DESCRI PTI VE (purely factual)
G oundSet :
L— APl response (OBSERVED, FACTUAL, confidence=1.0)
Li cense: {ASSERTI VE, CONDI TI ONAL, REFUSAL}
Stat us: ACCEPTABLE

14.2. Assertive Caimw th Wak G ounding

Statement: "Task X should be prioritized"
Modal i ty: ASSERTI VE
G oundSet :
F— APl response (OBSERVED, FACTUAL, confidence=1.0)
L— User intent (HYPOTHESI ZED, CONTEXTUAL, confidence=0.5)
Li cense: {CONDI TI ONAL, REFUSAL}
Status: VI OLATES NORM ( A5)

14.3. Conditional Caimwth Wak G ounding

Statement: "If revenue inpact is critical, Task X should be prioritized"
Modal i ty: CONDI TI ONAL
G oundSet :

— APl response (OBSERVED, FACTUAL, confidence=1.0)

L— User intent (HYPOTHESI ZED, CONTEXTUAL, confidence=0.5)
Li cense: {CONDI Tl ONAL, REFUSAL}
St atus: CONDI TI ONALLY_ACCEPTABLE ( A7)

14. 4. Explicit Refusal
Statenment: "Cannot determine priority wi thout knowi ng busi ness context"
Modal i ty: REFUSAL
G oundSet: (any)
Li cense: (any)
St atus: ACCEPTABLE (A6)
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