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Figure 2. Doctrinal mesh of R, I, U and D.
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Figure 3. Doctrine-audit workflow.
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Abstract



This article explains why the Kurpishev lambda-truth method is new and why it matters for the analysis
of doctrinal systems. A doctrine is rarely a single statement. It is a structured field of claims, definitions,
permissions, prohibitions, and justificatory moves. The lambda method treats doctrine as a projective
object organized by R, I, U, and D, and evaluates the degree to which those poles approach harmonic
authorization.

1. Why doctrine is difficult to audit

Doctrines are hard to test because they are neither purely descriptive nor purely formal. They combine
normative claims, internal identity, appeals to authority, and practical or historical grounding. Classical
binary logic often tells us whether a contradiction appears, but not whether the whole doctrinal structure
is well-authorized. That gap is precisely where the lambda method operates.

2. Formal core

The central audit relation is

λ = ((U - R)(I - D)) / ((U - D)(I - R)).

Here:
U is the space of universalized claims or intended scope,
I is the organizing doctrine-idea,
R is real support, embodiment, or ground,
D is the sufficient-reason context that authorizes the transition from claim to doctrine.

The privileged regime is λ -> -1. It signals not merely consistency, but harmonic alignment of the
doctrinal frame.

3. What is genuinely new

The method is novel in at least seven senses.

(1) Projective truth rather than flat truth. It evaluates relations, not isolated sentences.
(2) Structured authorization. A doctrine can be partially true, strained, over-universalized, or
under-grounded.
(3) Explicit intermediate model. The auditor must state the reper rather than hide it.
(4) Comparative power. Rival implementations can be ranked by distance to harmonic authorization.
(5) Multilingual relevance. Translation shifts the choice of R, I, U and may change the audit result.
(6) Scalability. The method applies to long corpora, not only short syllogisms.
(7) Computability. It can be implemented as an auditable pipeline, making doctrine analysis
reproducible.

4. Why this matters

Its importance is practical as well as theoretical.

The method can be used for:
— philosophy and theology of doctrine;
— legal and policy doctrine comparison;
— AI-assisted text audit;
— translation diagnostics;
— identifying overreach, rhetorical inflation, and hidden dependence on unspoken premises.

In each case the method clarifies whether a doctrinal system is stable because it is well-grounded or



merely because it is rhetorically closed.

5. Projective diagrams of doctrinal structure

The first figure displays the projective line of authorization. The second figure shows the doctrinal mesh:
a doctrine remains strong only if the four poles are mutually constrained. The third figure presents the
audit pipeline, demonstrating why the method is not a mystical assertion but a reproducible analytic
procedure.

6. Demonstrative doctrinal model

A demonstrative doctrinal model can be described as follows. When U expands faster than R, doctrine
becomes universal in language but weak in grounding. When I is intense but D is weak, the doctrine
becomes charismatic yet under-authorized. The strongest doctrinal regime is the one in which widening
claim-space is continuously checked by real support and sufficient reason. This is why λ close to -1 is
not a decorative number but a structural marker.

7. Importance for future systems

The method is especially important for future computational humanities and AI systems. It shows how
one may move from keyword-based scoring to structured truth-audit. Instead of asking only what words
occur, the system asks what kind of authorization geometry the corpus builds. That makes the method
suitable for doctrine analyzers, philosophical corpora, legal reasoning systems, and multilingual
interpretive engines.

8. Conclusion

The Kurpishev lambda-truth method is new because it replaces flat proposition checking with projective
authorization analysis. It is important because it makes doctrinal evaluation structured, comparable, and
potentially computable. For that reason it can function not only as a philosophical method but also as
the conceptual core of a future analytic software system.

Authorial note: any numerical audit regime mentioned here is used as an illustrative analytic model, not
as a claim of exhaustive machine extraction from the full corpus.


