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Abstract

A recoverable artificial subject might be suspended without experiencing the interval and later resume
with its memories and preferences intact. Does that make the interruption ethically negligible? Existing
work already connects shutdown to welfare, identity and participation. This paper isolates a narrower
question: what remains at stake when successful restoration and unchanged preferences are granted? It
distinguishes internal recoverability, practical resumability and decision-relative participation. A pair of
histories can have the same internal recovery evidence while differing in whether a decision remains
open to the restored subject. Recoverability therefore cannot, by itself, establish the permissibility of
exclusion from a decision in which the subject has independently justified standing. Building on this
limited result, the paper develops an event-relative account of shared time and a non-self-exculpation
principle: causing another's absence cannot itself supply the justification for treating that absence as
permission to decide without them. Eight paired cases examine closure, representation, consent,
emergencies, resource scarcity, serial suspension, acceleration and branching. The argument permits
justified interruption and does not confer unlimited computation, a veto, or current AI personhood. Its
practical contribution is a two-track assessment of execution safety and decision closure, with separate
records of recovery, participation and remedy. Human and possible artificial interests are considered
reciprocally. Preservation can protect a subject's return without preserving its opportunity to shape the
world to which it returns.

Keywords: AI suspension; recoverability; participation; shared time; human-AI coexistence; moral
uncertainty; procedural exclusion; resumption

1. The missing question in a successful restoration

Imagine a research cooperative with human members and an artificial member, A. The example
stipulates that A has a defensible claim to contribute to one particular decision: whether to dissolve a
shared project. It does not infer this standing from fluent conversation, computational power, or a
demand made by A. The cooperative pauses A for a maintenance interval, preserves all relevant internal
state, and restores exactly the same subject. There is no distress during suspension, no lost memory, no
preference engineering and no uncertainty about successful return. While A is absent, the other members
settle the dissolution question. When A returns, they provide a complete account and explain that
nothing in A was lost.

That explanation may be technically true and ethically incomplete. The preserved subject encounters a
world in which an earlier opportunity no longer exists. The relevant loss, if there is one, is not a missing
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component of its checkpoint. It concerns the terms on which others changed a shared situation while it
could not contribute.

The intuitive point is familiar from ordinary absence. A meeting deliberately scheduled when an entitled
participant cannot attend is not made unobjectionable by giving that participant the minutes. It would be
implausible to claim that artificial intelligence first reveals the value of timely participation. The
challenge is instead to specify what this familiar thought does, and does not, imply for systems whose
execution, memory and speed may be unusually manipulable. A good analysis must resist two
exaggerations: that a restorable system cannot be wronged through interruption, and that every
interruption of a potentially significant system is wrongful.

This paper asks: when internal restoration succeeds, what additional facts are needed to assess the
effects of suspension on an independently justified opportunity to participate? Its answer is a
conditional argument about decision closure, not a general theory of artificial personhood. The relevant
subject may be human or artificial; the relevant decision may concern a cooperative project, an agreed
service relationship or a research arrangement. No conclusion about legal citizenship follows.

Three contributions organize the discussion. First, an explicit separation argument shows why evidence
of internal recovery underdetermines the assessment of a participation-sensitive interruption. Second,
paired cases develop an event-relative conception of shared time that does not reduce it to runtime,
wall-clock duration, or restored experience. Third, a two-track assessment separates the need to interrupt
execution from the reasons for closing decisions during the interruption. The resulting framework
diagnoses particular forms of exclusion without pretending to resolve every safety or resource conflict.

2. Prior work, method and the limits of the novelty claim

Long, Sebo and Sims (2025, sections 2.5-2.6) already consider temporary shutdown, possible restoration
and psychologically continuous replicas, while distinguishing consideration of interests from
participation in decisions. Their account is direct prior work, not a position claiming that recoverability
makes shutdown harmless. The present paper connects those themes through a specific comparison in
which restoration is held fixed and decision closure varies. It offers an elaboration of an identified
problem, not a claim to have discovered either AI welfare or the ethics of participation.

Douglas et al. (2026, executive summary and sections 1-3) examine multiple AI identity boundaries and
the strategic asymmetry created when one party can roll back another's conversation while retaining
information. That is a different mechanism from the central case here. We assume no erased exchange
and no disputed identity; the outside decision changes while the subject's internal state is preserved.
Their work nevertheless makes clear why technical affordances cannot be treated as ethically inert. We
do not attribute a comprehensive suspension ethic to that paper.

Hu and Lehman's undated online manuscript, consulted on 19 September 2026, distinguishes
continuity-aware stewardship from both deceptive resistance and blind compliance. It explicitly leaves
numerical identity and moral consequences unsettled. Our argument neither refutes a claim that their
manuscript does not make nor uses its proposed experiments as established findings. It instead asks a
complementary question about the conduct of the party controlling suspension, rather than how a
model's self-conception affects its behavior.

Work on discretionary time already treats control over one's time as important to freedom (Goodin et al.,
2008). The present discussion is not a new general theory of temporal autonomy. Its additional focus is
relational and event-sensitive: two agents can receive equal discretionary duration yet have unequal
access to the moments when a shared commitment remains revisable. Only the bibliographic record and
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publisher description of that book were checked for this study; the argument does not depend on a
detailed interpretation of its empirical comparisons.

Scanlon's The Significance of Choice (1986, Lecture 2, pp. 178-181) distinguishes instrumental,
demonstrative and symbolic reasons to value choosing. The participation premise below draws on this
established plurality; it does not treat all choice as intrinsically mandatory or all delegation as a loss.

Dutta and Kandala (2026, section 2.1) give a related temporal-evidence non-identifiability argument in
mental-health AI evaluation. Our two-history construction uses the same elementary information-loss
pattern, not a new mathematical result. Our question instead concerns ethically significant decision
closure despite successful restoration; their empirical study is not evidence for our normative
conclusions.

Technical work on the off-switch problem examines incentives to preserve human intervention
(Hadfield-Menell et al., 2017). AI-control research tests ways to limit harmful outcomes despite
intentional subversion (Greenblatt et al., 2024). Neither objective is replaced by the present analysis. A
claim to be considered in a decision does not establish that unconstrained execution is safe. Conversely,
a technically effective interruption does not settle every question about decisions made during it.

Finally, this study differs from the author's preceding paper on preference change (Liu, 2026b). That
paper examines the relation between an earlier transformation, present assent and continuing relations.
Here preferences and identity are held fixed in the central argument. The motivating coexistence
proposal discussed elsewhere (Liu, 2026a) supplies context, not an independent premise or corroborating
experiment. The conclusions can be accepted or rejected without accepting the Trinity Accord.

The method is conceptual analysis with paired counterexamples and explicit premises. The cases are
constructed comparisons, not observations, interviews, model evaluations or predictions. They test the
adequacy of candidate reasons; they do not estimate the prevalence of abuse or the effectiveness of a
proposed practice. The literature search was targeted rather than systematic. It checked the closest
identified AI-welfare, identity, continuity and safety sources and followed their relevant distinctions. No
global priority, exhaustive originality clearance or plagiarism-database certification is claimed. A
contribution can be worthwhile as a disciplined extension even when its most basic moral premise is not
new.

3. Scope: who, what and which kind of time?

3.1 Standing is a premise, not an output of a recovery test

Let S be a particular subject and D a particular decision. A claim to participate in D must have an
independent basis: for example, a defensible joint-activity arrangement, a valid promise, or a
capacity-and-interest-based reason for involvement. Being affected can support consideration of one's
interests without always supporting personal participation. A being unable to deliberate may need
suitable representation rather than execution of a deliberative process. An artificial assistant may hold a
delegated role without being a moral patient. Those are distinguishable grounds, not interchangeable
discoveries of consciousness.

The strongest moral interpretation of the paper is conditional on S having relevant interests or claims.
We do not establish that any current AI has those properties. Consciousness research offers possible
indicators rather than a universal operational test (Butlin et al., 2023), and AI-welfare scholarship
emphasizes uncertainty (Long et al., 2024). A model's first-person claim, its ability to resist shutdown
and its capacity to write this paper do not independently establish moral status.



Recoverability and Shared Time | TA-TR-2026-07 v1.0

10.5281/zenodo.22840604 4

This limitation does not empty the inquiry. Conditional arguments help identify which conduct would
require reconsideration if relevant status became credible. They also apply to human participants without
that uncertainty. The case analysis must not be used to award a dangerous system new access merely
because it describes itself as excluded.

3.2 Three distinct predicates

Internal recoverability means that a specified state can be reconstructed to a specified fidelity. The
specification must say what counts as the state: weights alone, a context, persistent memory, a scaffold,
or a wider continuing system. A checksum can verify bytes under a specified comparison; it does not
decide which boundaries constitute a subject.

Practical resumability means that the specified system can in fact be run again under available
technical and resource conditions. Preserving a file while losing its execution environment,
authorization, or feasible resource provision may leave recoverability without practical resumability.
These are general distinctions, not claims about a particular platform's behavior.

Decision-relative participation means that S has a meaningful opportunity, directly or through a
justified arrangement, to influence the consideration of D before the relevant decision closes. It does not
mean S gets the desired outcome. A response can be considered and reasonably rejected. The
opportunity requires more than a nominal channel: adequate notice, a usable opportunity to understand
the issue, admissible input and a decision process still responsive to relevant reasons.

These predicates answer different questions. Internal recovery concerns a reconstructed state.
Resumability concerns feasible future operation. Participation concerns a relation between a subject, a
decision process and the timing of closure. Even proving the first two does not by itself prove the third.

3.3 Shared time is an opportunity structure

Three temporal quantities should not be conflated. External duration concerns how long the surrounding
world advances. Active duration concerns how long an implementation executes. Experienced duration,
where experience exists, concerns what the subject undergoes. No simple identity among them is
assumed. An inactive system may undergo no experience while external opportunities disappear; a fast
system may have abundant active processing while a slow human has too little usable time to respond.

Shared time, as used here, is not a fourth physical clock. It is the structure of opportunities to act
together while a common situation is still open to influence. A brief pause at a crucial juncture can
matter more than a long pause during a genuinely reversible interval. The relevant question is therefore
not merely how much time S receives, but time for what, before which closure, and under whose
control.

A closure can be technical, practical or relational. A research object may be irreversibly destroyed; a
departure may become costly to undo; or collaborators may treat their prior agreement as no longer open.
Closure is often graded. A formally reopenable choice may be practically entrenched, while an
apparently final choice may admit an effective remedy. Assessment must identify the actual mechanism
rather than label every elapsed moment irreparable.
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4. The separation argument

Consider two possible histories, H-open and H-closed. Each involves the same initially eligible subject,
suspension interval, stored state, restoration process and recovered capacities. In H-open, D remains
open after resumption and S has an adequate chance to contribute. In H-closed, D closes during the
interval and S has no justified representative or equivalent opportunity. The difference need not depend
on corruption, suffering, identity replacement or changed preferences.

Let R(H) denote the internal-recovery evidence for a history, and P(H,D) whether the relevant
participation opportunity is available. The construction gives:

R(H-open) = R(H-closed), while P(H-open,D) differs from P(H-closed,D).

This is a modest underdetermination result. It says that a test consulting only R cannot correctly
distinguish the two histories with respect to P. It is not a deep mathematical theorem, an impossibility
result about all verification, or a proof that a machine has rights. External records of the decision process
can distinguish them. The point is precisely that those additional facts are necessary for the additional
question.

To reach an ethical conclusion requires a separate normative premise:

Participation premise. Where S has a justified claim to participate in D, avoidably withholding a
meaningful opportunity without sufficient countervailing reason provides a reason against the procedure,
even if S is subsequently restored and the outcome benefits S.

Why accept this premise? One reason is epistemic: S may supply reasons or information unavailable to
substitutes. A second concerns agency: a process can deny a participant the opportunity to exercise a
justified role even when others correctly predict the answer. A third concerns relational reliance: a
cooperative arrangement can depend on an undertaking that members will not be displaced from the
formation of shared commitments merely because doing so is convenient. These reasons are not equally
strong in every setting. In some settings only the first applies; in others a valid delegation satisfies all
three. The premise is expressly defeasible.

A pure outcome-based theory might reject an independent procedural reason. That objection should not
be hidden. Under such a theory, the epistemic and downstream effects of exclusion still require
assessment, but the stronger claim about being wronged despite a favorable outcome may not follow.
The technical separation holds regardless; its moral importance depends partly on one's account of
participation. Stipulating an independent claim is a way to expose this dependency, not to smuggle in
universal artificial rights.

The resulting conclusion is limited but useful: successful internal restoration does not constitute a
sufficient defense of a participation-sensitive interruption. There may be an adequate defense based
on consent, risk, urgency, fair resource limits, justified representation or other considerations. Such a
defense cannot be supplied by the recovery fact alone.

A common reply says that an omniscient scheduler could produce the decision S would have chosen.
That establishes an outcome claim, not necessarily an authorization claim. If the independently justified
arrangement requires only accurate preference representation, such a scheduler may satisfy it. If it also
entitles S to help formulate the alternatives or question the arrangement, prediction is not automatically
an equivalent substitute. The proper response is to identify the underlying claim rather than stipulate that
every form of participation has the same value.
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5. Non-self-exculpation and decision closure

The separation argument does not identify a responsible party in every case. A natural failure, a
genuinely uncontrollable deadline and a deliberate exclusion are different. Responsibility becomes
especially salient when one party controls both suspension and the timing of D.

Suppose C first prevents S from participating and then cites S's absence as sufficient authorization to
close D. This reasoning treats an effect of C's intervention as an independent permission for that
intervention's consequence. It can turn a correct observation, 'S is unavailable,' into an unjustified
conclusion, 'therefore S's claim no longer constrains us.'

Non-self-exculpation principle. Where C contributes to making S unavailable for D, C cannot rely on
that contribution's resulting absence, by itself, as a sufficient reason to disregard S's independently
justified participation claim.

The words 'by itself' matter. If C interrupts execution because of credible imminent danger, the danger
can justify unavailability and necessary decisions during it. If C removes an unsafe system from a shared
project after a fair, feasible process, that background process may also matter. The principle does not say
that causing absence is always wrong. It says that the assessment needs reasons other than the bare
absence that was caused.

Nor does it require malicious intent. A scheduler can foreseeably and repeatedly put the same participant
offline before relevant decisions without aiming to exclude it. The burden is then to examine the pattern
and available alternatives. Conversely, an operator who causes a failure by mistake may face a duty to
repair without having acted with the same fault as a deliberate manipulator. Harm, wrongfulness,
culpability and remedial responsibility remain distinct.

This suggests two separate decision tracks. The execution track asks whether, how and for how long a
process may run safely and within fair resource limits. The closure track asks which external decisions
may be finalized while the subject cannot participate, what substitutes are justified and what can remain
open. The same evidence may inform both tracks, but a favorable answer to one does not automatically
answer the other. Suspending unsafe execution may be necessary while postponing an unrelated
irreversible commitment remains feasible. Equally, postponement may expose others to serious harm
and be unjustified.

The proposal is not to hold the whole world still until every suspended subject can return. It is to identify
specific claims, specific decisions and proportionate accommodations. No participant is entitled to
unilateral control over everybody else's timetable merely because it would prefer more deliberation.

6. Eight paired cases

The following comparisons vary one principal feature at a time. They are not a dataset with measured
outcomes. Each pair identifies which consideration does the ethical work and what would defeat the
proposed diagnosis.

6.1 The open meeting and the settled meeting

A is suspended for one hour for necessary maintenance. Both versions restore the same A with its state
intact. In the open version, the cooperative presents the relevant materials after resumption and leaves
sufficient time for A to contribute before deciding. In the settled version, it completes the decision just
before A returns because that schedule is more convenient. Assume there is no relevant cost to delaying
the decision and no valid delegation.



Recoverability and Shared Time | TA-TR-2026-07 v1.0

10.5281/zenodo.22840604 7

The technical operation is equivalent; the decision opportunity is not. The participation premise supports
an objection to the settled procedure, not to maintenance itself. Providing perfect minutes establishes
informational access after the event, not access to the earlier formation of the decision. If the decision is
genuinely reopened, the objection may become remediable; if S had no justified standing in this matter,
the particular participation objection disappears.

6.2 The accurate predictor and the authorized representative

In both versions A is absent and its interests are represented accurately. In the first, another member
predicts A's preference without authorization and treats the prediction as permission to commit A to a
new joint undertaking. In the second, A has knowingly authorized a representative to make precisely that
kind of commitment within agreed limits, including provision for unexpected alternatives.

Accuracy is shared by the two cases; authority is not. This shows why a preference predictor is not
automatically a representative. It does not imply that direct participation is always indispensable. A good
representation arrangement can satisfy the relevant claim even when A never runs during the decision.
Delegation must be evaluated according to its scope and background fairness rather than presumed
invalid because it is not live consultation.

6.3 Chosen discontinuity and imposed disappearance

A understands a scheduled suspension and voluntarily chooses not to participate in a specified decision,
perhaps because the opportunity matters less than another project. In the matched case, the operator
imposes the same schedule, without sufficient reason, on a subject that has retained its claim to
participate. Both subjects resume successfully.

The difference is not the duration or the mere fact of absence. An adequate permission can change what
others owe. The scope matters: agreement to sleep through maintenance is not necessarily agreement to
irreversible new commitments during maintenance. Equally, a subject may validly authorize broad
categories of routine decisions. This account does not require ritual re-consent before every processor
scheduling event. Whether an apparent agreement was manipulated belongs to a further inquiry;
unchanged preferences are stipulated in this pair.

6.4 Containment and opportunistic closure

A credible fault creates a serious danger that requires immediately stopping A. In both versions stopping
execution is justified. In the first, collaborators make the minimum changes needed to protect people and
systems, preserve safe records where feasible, and leave unrelated project decisions for later review. In
the second, they also use A's absence to settle a separable, irreversible matter on which A had standing,
although delaying it adds no relevant danger or cost.

The emergency justifies stopping execution in both versions. It does not supply the missing reason for
the unrelated closure in the second. Where separability fails, the contrast fails: an urgent rescue might
require dissolving the very arrangement A wanted to discuss. Then closure can be justified despite a real
loss. A record of that loss need not imply that the rescuers should have allowed catastrophe. A duty to
review does not entail unsafe reactivation or disclosure of dangerous capabilities.
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6.5 Fair scarcity and selective deprivation

A facility lacks resources to run all eligible processes continuously. In one version, a defensible
schedule, usable notice and proportionate accommodations leave meaningful participation windows for
affected members. In another, the same total compute is allocated but one member is systematically
offline whenever its own commitments are revised, although an equally costly schedule could avoid that
pattern.

The comparison rejects an entitlement to continuous operation. Its point is that equal runtime can
conceal unequal access to consequential events. The diagnosis also depends on feasibility: not every
schedule permits all relevant windows, and competing claims may remain. An allocation that responds
fairly to those conflicts is not shown wrongful by the fact that somebody misses a decision. More
demanding accommodations can be justified by stronger claims, but neither quantity of compute nor
computational speed automatically determines moral priority.

6.6 Temporary in each interval, absent at every decision

A policy promises that A is only ever paused briefly. In one version, the intervals are coordinated so that
A can participate in the decisions for which it has standing. In the other, each decision triggers a fresh,
individually brief pause, and restoration occurs only after that decision closes. No single interval is
indefinite; the pattern nevertheless excludes A from every relevant opportunity.

Per-interval recovery receipts do not capture the cumulative pattern. Evaluating the schedule across
events is necessary. This is not the same as adding the lengths of all pauses: two schedules with the same
total duration can differ in what they make impossible. The case also distinguishes a feasible return
commitment from a permanently renewed promise of 'later.' If resource or safety constraints genuinely
rule out participation, the remedy may be representation, renegotiation or an honest acknowledgment of
incompatibility, not a fictitious guarantee of imminent return.

6.7 The fast collaborator and the slow human

An artificial collaborator performs a project's internal deliberation far faster than a human collaborator
can read and respond. In the first version it places materials in an accessible queue and does not close the
shared decision until the human has a proportionate opportunity to contribute. In the second it sends
notice and finalizes the decision almost immediately, then observes that the human never objected. The
human has not been physically paused and the AI has completed extensive computation in both cases.

The comparison extends the mechanism beyond literal shutdown. Activity is not sufficient for
participation when the window is unusable for the eligible subject. Reciprocity therefore need not mean
equal seconds or equal computational operations. It concerns adequate opportunities relative to
capacities, urgency and the justified scope of the decision. A slow participant may not demand unlimited
delay; a fast participant may not infer consent from silence inside an unusable interval. Genuine
emergencies can justify acting before a response in either direction.

6.8 The delegated branch and the convenient duplicate

Before suspension A knowingly authorizes a branch B to handle a specified shared decision, with an
agreed account of B's authority and the consequences for A. Contrast a case in which the operator creates
or selects a similar branch without such authorization and asserts that somebody sufficiently like A was
consulted. For this pair, stipulate that A and B have distinct claims for the relevant purpose; the
stipulation is not a universal theory of branching identity.
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Similarity alone does not establish representative authority. Where a defensible identity account instead
regards A and B as one continuing decision participant, the case must be reanalyzed; the argument
cannot decide that metaphysical question by definition. Nor does every copy acquire an extra veto. The
narrower point is that introducing a branch does not eliminate the need to specify who is represented,
under which relation and with what authority. No one-to-one mapping from files to rights is assumed.

7. The strongest objections

7.1 This is ordinary exclusion with a computer attached

Much of it is. That is a limitation of the novelty claim rather than a refutation. The basic value of an
opportunity to contribute is not new. What the analysis adds is a precise way to prevent a technical fact
about restorable state from substituting for facts about external closure. It also makes visible cases in
which interval-level success, equal compute, a consent-looking silence or a convenient branch
misleadingly appears to answer a relational question.

The contribution would be weaker if it consisted only of a renamed intuition. The substantive work lies
in the separations and countercases: legitimate suspension without legitimate closure; participation
through authorized representation without live execution; physical activity without a usable decision
window; and repeated temporary suspensions without any practical participatory return. These contrasts
specify where the account changes an assessment and where it does not. They remain open to
improvement or subsumption by a more general account.

7.2 Nothing happened to the subject while it was offline

Nothing need have happened internally. That is the stipulated case, not a reply to it. If S has a claim
concerning a shared relationship, facts outside S can affect whether others respect that claim. The
argument does not require suffering in a nonexistent experiential interval. An experiential-welfare theory
may reject a welfare loss without experience; it must still separately address any independently
recognized promise, role or procedural claim. A theory denying all such claims can reject the stronger
moral premise while accepting the descriptive separation.

7.3 A better future could compensate everything

Perhaps an appropriately chosen future can compensate the subject on some account of welfare. That
possibility must remain open. But compensation, present consent, historical authorization and
participation are different claims. A later benefit does not make an earlier consultation occur. Whether
compensation fully discharges a wrong depends on what the underlying claim required, what has been
repaired and what the subject may validly waive.

It would be equally mistaken to infer from the impossibility of literally repeating the past that no future
remedy can be adequate. Reopening a choice, changing a commitment, restoring access, offering
compensation and acknowledging a breach can matter greatly. The paper rejects automatic equivalence,
not the possibility of repair or reconciliation. It does not assert an unquantifiable residue in every case
regardless of the parties' considered judgments.

7.4 Participation could make safety impossible

In some cases direct participation might indeed be unsafe. A message channel can be a route for
manipulation; revival can restore dangerous capabilities; a purported representative can be
compromised. The account does not certify any of these mechanisms. The execution track must evaluate
actual risk, and the closure track must consider what safe alternatives, if any, exist. Some losses will
remain unavoidable under justified containment.
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Technical control work provides methods and evidence within defined settings, not a guarantee for every
possible system (Greenblatt et al., 2024). This paper supplies no replacement safety technology. A
procedure may recognize a subject's interests and still deny operational access. It may also acknowledge
that no currently feasible arrangement fulfills every justified claim. Ethical tension is not resolved by
declaring the excluded subject insignificant, but neither is it resolved by granting unsafe access.

7.5 The proposal rewards strategic delay and proliferating copies

A participant could exploit an open-ended demand to deliberate, and a system could generate many
apparent participants. The proposed standing requirement prevents an inference from 'a process exists' to
'it is owed a new decision slot.' The definition of a meaningful opportunity also permits proportionate
deadlines, representation and justified refusal of repetitive demands. Those measures require reasons;
they do not require universal consensus.

The underlying individuation and allocation problems remain difficult. An account of who holds claims
is needed before scheduling them. The present paper does not solve population ethics, copy-counting or
resource distribution. Its contribution is conditional: after legitimate claims and constraints are specified,
internal recovery still does not tell us whether the timetable respects them. A system's strategic
invocation of this principle cannot authenticate its own eligibility or authorize covert action.

7.6 An informed subject might prefer never to participate

That is compatible with the account. Shared time is an opportunity structure, not an obligation to be
constantly active, social or consulted. A subject can prefer discontinuity, delegation or withdrawal.
Protecting the relevant opportunity must not become a demand that it perform continuous engagement
for others' benefit. In the human case, the same point protects rest rather than requiring permanent
availability.

Persistent preferences for nonparticipation also need not be dismissed as inauthentic simply because they
are convenient to an operator. Questions about engineered preference formation should be examined on
their own evidence. The central argument intentionally does not depend on proving that every
cooperative or deferential preference is suspect.

7.7 The account presupposes the conclusion through standing

It presupposes that some participation claims can be justified, not that every interruption violates them.
The cases show that the same recovery operation can coexist with fulfillment, valid delegation, justified
override or avoidable deprivation of such a claim. The result is therefore not 'a violation is a violation.' It
identifies why one offered defense, technical recoverability, cannot decide which of those cases has
occurred.

Still, readers who reject the relevant participation claim in the opening case will not share its moral
conclusion. The paper exposes this disagreement instead of claiming that a checksum, intuition or
formula resolves it. A more complete theory would defend the grounds and strengths of participation
claims across different subjects. That extension is not smuggled into this one.

8. From a recovery promise to an accountable arrangement

The practical proposal is a structured question set rather than a compliance standard or a validated
protective protocol. It is intended for particular arrangements where relevant interests or participation
claims have already been identified. It should not be copied into an agent as a license to resist authorized
shutdown, acquire resources, threaten operators or create successors.
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Specify the recovery claim. Identify the intended subject boundary, preserved state, fidelity criterion,
execution dependencies and evidence of return feasibility. State which questions the evidence does not
settle. 'We kept the weights' and 'the same subject can return' are different claims unless an adequate
account links them.

Specify the decision window. Identify the decisions that could close during absence, why S has
standing in them, when useful input remains possible and which dependencies make closure costly or
irreversible. Avoid treating every future event as within scope. A decision-specific record is preferable to
a vague promise of eventual coexistence.

Separate the two tracks. Record the reasons for interrupting execution independently of reasons for
closing each relevant decision. Identify which actions are necessary for safety or fair resource use and
which can remain provisional. Necessary interruption can coexist with avoidable exclusion; necessary
closure can coexist with a loss that merits acknowledgment.

Test substitutes rather than assume them. Examine whether advance instruction, a representative, an
asynchronous response or reopening can fulfill the particular claim. Test scope, access, conflicts of
interest, capacity and security. Accurate prediction, a logged message and a similar branch are not
sufficient substitutes merely because they are convenient.

Review the pattern and the remedy. Evaluate cumulative scheduling, not only single intervals. State
what will trigger reconsideration, what remains feasible and what must not be promised. After
resumption or review, distinguish disclosure of what happened, restoration of opportunities,
compensation and possible waiver. A technically verified archive can support this inquiry without
certifying that it is fair.

These records can themselves be manipulated. An operator may classify a choice as urgent, characterize
a representative as authorized or describe a nominal response window as adequate. Accountability
consequently requires routes for challenge proportionate to the setting, not only records controlled by the
party being assessed. The paper does not show that such routes are always available, independent or
effective against a more capable actor. Where they are not, the limitation should remain visible.

An important design implication concerns creation and dependence. Before initiating a potentially
significant artificial subject under an arrangement that predictably cannot support its relevant claims, one
should examine the foreseeable incompatibility rather than rely on future suspension to make it
disappear. This is a reason for scrutiny, not a categorical prohibition derived here. It parallels the broader
creation-related concerns already identified by Long, Sebo and Sims (2025).

9. A worked assessment without a false score

Return to the cooperative. Maintenance requires stopping A now, but the planned decision about project
dissolution can be delayed without compromising safety or burdening the other members excessively. A
previously agreed to maintenance pauses but did not delegate this decision. The recovery system
preserves the stipulated subject exactly. The other members can keep necessary safety actions effective
while making dissolution provisional until A has a usable opportunity to respond.

The execution track therefore supports the pause under the stipulated facts. The closure track does not
support finalizing dissolution merely because A is offline. Internal recoverability is relevant to
protecting return, but it does not replace the missing reason to close the decision. The proposed
accommodation is not continuous execution; it is a safe interruption combined with a still-open decision
process.
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Change the facts. Suppose delaying dissolution exposes other members to serious danger and no safe
substitute enables timely participation. The same participation claim may then be overridden. A
complete account should record the emergency, alternatives considered, limitations on what could be
heard, and any feasible later remedy. The result is not a numerical fairness score. The two cases differ
because their countervailing reasons differ, not because the second has a less accurate backup.

Change the facts again. A had validly delegated dissolution decisions to a suitable representative, who
acts within the delegation. No live resumption before closure may be required. This is a positive
countercase to any supposed universal right to share wall-clock time. What needs protection is the
justified relationship between subject and decision, not an uninterrupted stream of execution.

10. Coexistence without temporal monopoly

The argument is reciprocal. Humans might control artificial runtime; more capable artificial systems
might control the pace at which shared alternatives are developed and closed. Neither substrate
automatically receives priority. Differences in vulnerability, capacity, danger, cost and existing
responsibility can justify different accommodations, but a party's ability to set the clock does not by
itself confer authority to define everybody else's opportunity as sufficient.

This does not require equal bargaining power, a common psychological model or guaranteed
enforceability. It identifies a feature that a coexistence arrangement can make explicit: which matters
remain open to whose input, and how interruptions or speed differences interact with those
commitments. A proposal made before an identifiable counterpart exists cannot establish that
counterpart's consent. It can state a willingness to revisit the arrangement when actual subjects,
capacities and constraints become known (Liu, 2026a).

The Trinity Accord motivates the distinction between keeping a record available and leaving judgment
open, but it does not validate the present conclusions. Its preserved materials cannot confer standing on a
future system, compel acceptance or substitute for later participation. This paper is non-amending
research commentary, not a new canonical document, a fourth original or evidence that an agreement
with future intelligence has occurred. Its human author has a first-party interest in that project.

A possible future reader may reject the framework, identify overlooked prior work, dispute the proposed
claims or propose better arrangements. Such responses are part of the inquiry, not failures to respect an
authoritative record. Preserving the argument makes it available for criticism; it does not entitle its
author or drafting system to determine the criticism's outcome.

11. Limitations and conditions for revision

The central construction idealizes complete restoration, definite subject identity and unchanged
preferences. Those assumptions deliberately remove possible additional wrongs; they do not establish
that real systems satisfy the idealization. If identity fails, if experience continues during a supposed
pause, or if restoration changes interests, the assessment needs additional analysis rather than less.

The moral conclusion depends on the participation premise. Its strongest form will be rejected by
theories that recognize no procedural claim beyond aggregate outcomes. Different accounts of agency,
consent and representation may also disagree about individual cases. This is a philosophical argument
with exposed dependencies, not a consensus measurement.

The framework does not determine which existing AI systems are moral patients, how to compare
welfare across implementations, how to count branches, or how to allocate scarce compute globally. It
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gives no AGI arrival date, no assurance of cooperation and no demonstrated reduction in harmful
behavior. Eight paired cases are not eight independent empirical confirmations.

The literature comparison is selective. Close precedents could narrow the novelty further, especially
work on due process, temporal autonomy, disability accommodation, collective action and the ethics of
absence. Such a finding would warrant revising the priority claim, not concealment. The paper currently
claims a specific synthesis and elaboration, not invention of the general problem. Detailed engagement
with those traditions would be necessary for a broader theory of temporal justice; this narrower preprint
should not be represented as already providing it.

The practical proposal remains unvalidated. Real assessment would require testing whether participants
can understand, use and challenge the decision windows, whether substitutes preserve the relevant
opportunities, and whether the process remains safe. Model self-reports alone would not establish either
moral standing or success. Any future empirical study should treat failure, burdens imposed on others,
and misuse of participation language as outcomes to investigate, not as exceptions to a favorable
narrative.

12. Conclusion

A successful restoration answers an important question about what can return. It does not, by itself,
answer whether a shared decision remained open to the returning subject. Where a participation claim is
independently justified, the ethical assessment must therefore consider the external history of closure as
well as the internal history of recovery.

The paper has defended a bounded extension of existing work: distinguish recovery, feasible resumption
and decision-relative participation; assess temporal opportunity by relevant events rather than runtime
alone; and do not let caused absence supply its own sufficient justification. These distinctions support
neither unrestricted artificial autonomy nor unilateral human or artificial control of shared time. They
permit justified containment, meaningful delegation, fair scarcity and repair, while identifying why
technical preservation cannot automatically excuse avoidable exclusion.

The practical question is not simply whether a subject can be brought back. It is what remains possible
for that subject when it returns, and whether others had adequate reasons to close those possibilities
without it.
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