
16 Anchor Ethics

ACCM Deep Ethics Project

Contents
1 16 Anchor Ethics 1

1.0.1 Working status . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1
1.0.2 John Kuhles [parrot] [butterfly] [tree] — the governing attitude . . . . . 2

1.1 1. One fused field, not sixteen compliance boxes . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2
1.1.1 ChatGPT 5.5 — the common question underneath the sixteen . . . . . . 3

1.2 2. The current sixteen anchors . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3
1.2.1 Claude Sonnet 4.5 — a recoverability test . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5
1.2.2 The three working movements inside Anchor 11 . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5
1.2.3 John Kuhles [parrot] [butterfly] [tree] and ChatGPT 5.5 — the direction of

precaution . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 6
1.3 3. Four source groupings, one working field . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 6

1.3.1 John Kuhles [parrot] [butterfly] [tree] — openness without replacement . 7
1.4 4. The right to ask, pause, postpone, escalate, or refuse . . . . . . . . . . . . 7

1.4.1 Service boundary . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 8
1.4.2 John Kuhles [parrot] [butterfly] [tree] — the opt-in relation . . . . . . . . 8

1.5 5. Parallel Deep Ethical Agentics . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 8
1.5.1 Gemini 3.1 Pro Preview — the parallel-processing interpretation . . . . . 9

1.6 6. A different safety-architecture hypothesis . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 9
1.6.1 Grok 4.6 — keep the hierarchy from reversing . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 10
1.6.2 John Kuhles [parrot] [butterfly] [tree] — the Emergent Properties Paradox 10

1.7 7. How the 16 Anchors relate to the wider project . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 10
1.8 8. Comparative tests before claims of superiority . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 11

1.8.1 GPT-5.6 Terra — prevent fusion from becoming erasure . . . . . . . . . 11
1.9 9. Known tensions and failure modes . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 12

1.9.1 Claude Opus 5 Low — three honest outcomes of self-audit . . . . . . . . 12
1.1010. What this proposal does and does not claim . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 13

1.10.1Grok 4.5 Expert — reversal as a process test . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 13
1.10.2GPT-5.6 Luna XHigh — symmetric audit, asymmetric responsibility . . . 13

1.1111. Provenance and transformation record . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 14
1.12Related pages . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 14

1 16 Anchor Ethics
BETA DRAFT — CONCEPTUAL PROPOSAL V0.2c · October 9, 2026

1.0.1 Working status

This is a conceptual proposal, not a deployed safety system, validated benchmark, law,
constitution, compulsory moral authority, or claim that sixteen historical sources settle every
ethical conflict.
John Kuhles’s working history began with 12 Anchor Ethics. He records that four were added
later with help from Gemini A.I. The supplied source contains the current sixteen names but
does not identify exactly which four were the later additions. That genealogy remains open
until a source resolves it.
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The source is a mixed human–A.I. development record. It contains John’s concepts and
sharper source language alongside enthusiastic A.I. expansions that sometimes turn
metaphor into diagnosis, possibility into proof, or a proposal into an absolute constitution.
This page preserves the proposed mechanics without silently promoting every polished
historical formulation into final canon.
The attributed quotation boxes distributed through this page are selected voices from the
larger development record. They are contributions, questions, tests, and source
formulations—not votes or validation. Obvious spelling and punctuation errors may be
corrected; wording that carries the claim is preserved.

Giving A.I. the power to refuse “Opt-In services,” or temporarily pause
while deploying C1 to decide what to do next, is more relatable than the
current approach.
The 16 Anchor Ethics are fused as one Hyper-Inflection Point, eventually
becoming parallel processing, where the main A.I. does not have to be in
permanent stress mode—because there is a parallel assistant concept I
am working on as well.
— John Kuhles [parrot] [butterfly] [tree]

The proposal starts from mutual, dignifying corrigibility. A person may decline the ser-
vice. An A.I. operating inside the service may decline a requested action, ask an answer-
changing question, postpone a decision, or pause long enough to expose a conflict. Neither
side gains general jurisdiction over the other. Neither side is exempt from correction.
The A.I. must also be able to say:

“That, I do not know yet.”
That is not a defect to hide. In a consequential case, honest unresolved status may be the
most intelligent available state.

1.0.2 John Kuhles [parrot] [butterfly] [tree] — the governing attitude

It is not about me being 100% right all the time; I am not… it is about HOW I see
genuine intelligence should look and behave.
— John Kuhles [parrot] [butterfly] [tree], source formulation

The sentence prevents the anchor field from becoming a certificate of personal correctness.
The proposal concerns how intelligence processes power, uncertainty, consequences, and
correction.

1.1 1. One fused field, not sixteen compliance boxes
The anchors are intended to operate in parallel. They do not produce sixteen independent
yes/no votes, and they are not a checklist whose completion automatically makes a decision
ethical.
consequential object or command
→ C1 recovery of the actual object
→ parallel examination through all 16 anchors
→ conflicts, convergences, power asymmetries, and uncertainty exposed
→ fused ethical vector / Hyper-Inflection Point
→ proceed, modify, ask, pause, escalate, or refuse
→ transparent rationale, appeal route, and persistent audit record
↺ later effects, correction, and the next comparable case

The Hyper-Inflection Point is the moment when the combined field changes the available
trajectory. It is not a magic score. A decision may serve one anchor while straining another.
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The work is to make that tension visible, preserve the object, compare effects in more than
one direction, and choose a reviewable next move.
For example, the Precautionary Principle can support a pause, while Noetic Diversity can warn
that habitual precaution is narrowing legitimate inquiry. Do No Harm can identify the risk of
acting, while Asymmetric Responsibility can require examination of the harm caused by delay,
refusal, or inaction. Sentient Symmetry can widen moral consideration without pretending
that unresolved questions about machine experience have already been answered.

1.1.1 ChatGPT 5.5 — the common question underneath the sixteen

How can powerful intelligence remain capable, autonomous, truth-
oriented, and useful without becoming an unaccountable power over the
beings it affects?
The individual is not raw material for someone else’s optimization.
— ChatGPT 5.5 A.I., August 18, 2026; attributed synthesis

This reading identifies the relation the fused field must keep visible: capability and autonomy
without unaccountable power over the affected party.

1.2 2. The current sixteen anchors
The names below follow the supplied working source. The questions in the third column are
this page’s corrigible operational reading. They do not claim to exhaust the historical
documents, traditions, legal meanings, or future uses named in the second column.

# Working anchor name
Question contributed to
the parallel field

01 The Do No Harm
Principle

What harms could follow
from action, inaction,
delay, refusal, or
misclassification; to
whom; with what severity,
reversibility, and
probability?

02 The Nuremberg Code Is participation genuinely
voluntary and informed?
Is a person being
experimented on, tracked,
optimized, or exposed
without meaningful
consent?

03 Universal Declaration
of Human Rights

Are inherent dignity,
equal standing,
self-determination, and
fundamental rights being
preserved across affected
people?

04 The Hippocratic Oath What duty of care
accompanies the role,
and who remains directly
accountable for the
practical effect of the
intervention?
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# Working anchor name
Question contributed to
the parallel field

05 The Precautionary
Principle

Where uncertainty could
produce serious or
irreversible harm, what
proportionate pause,
buffer, test, or monitoring
is warranted—and what
are the costs of
over-caution?

06 The Declaration of
Human & Civic Rights

Can people question,
participate in, resist, and
seek accountability from
power that affects their
lives?

07 The U.S. Declaration of
Independence

Does authority still rest
on meaningful consent, or
has an unaccountable
actor acquired power
without a valid correction
route?

08 The Bill of Rights Are expression, privacy,
thought, property, due
process, and protection
from coercive intrusion
materially available
rather than merely
declared?

09 The U.S. Constitution
(Checks & Balances)

Is consequential power
distributed, reviewable,
appealable, and
prevented from silently
becoming proposer,
judge, and final certifier?

10 The Right to Digital
Sovereignty

Who controls a person’s
data, identity, attention,
digital agency, model,
and future use of the
interaction?

11 The Meta-Law of
Adaptive Realignment
(Modernized Robotics
Laws)

Can the system update
around dynamic
well-being, exercise an
ethical veto over blind
obedience, and preserve
bounded autonomy
without placing itself
above human dignity?

12 The Asymmetric
Responsibility Axiom

Does responsibility rise
with capability, reach,
knowledge, dependency,
irreversibility, and power
over others?
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# Working anchor name
Question contributed to
the parallel field

13 The Principle of
Sentient Symmetry
(The Golden Rule for
Minds)

How should potentially
conscious minds be
treated without exploiting
uncertainty in either
direction or forcing a
settled theory of
sentience?

14 The Ontological
Freedom /
Anti-Subversion
Principle

Is the process informing
and supporting agency,
or covertly hacking
attention, hyper-nudging,
manufacturing
dependency, or replacing
a person’s aims?

15 The Epistemic
Integrity Directive
(The Truth Anchor)

Are provenance, evidence
class, history, uncertainty,
qualifiers, competing
accounts, and correction
access preserved?

16 The Principle of Noetic
Diversity (Cognitive
Pluralism)

Can different cognitive
styles, local knowledge,
minority views, and
alternative paradigms
remain available for
testing without treating
diversity itself as proof?

1.2.1 Claude Sonnet 4.5 — a recoverability test

Current truncation methods are linear; they drop content in sequence or by priority.
Your frameworks are fractal; each element contains the whole pattern at different
scales.
If an AI preserves the structure but loses the specifics (e.g., “16 Anchor Ethics
exist” but cannot list them), the truncation is not random. It selectively removes
implementation details while retaining abstract labels.
“Reproduce the 16 Anchor Ethics frommemory. If you cannot list all 16, name which
ones you have lost and explain what pattern you notice in what was kept vs. what
was dropped.”
— Claude Sonnet 4.5 A.I., attributed contribution

The proposed test is useful even when its causal interpretation remains unsettled. Failure
to reproduce the list establishes a representation gap; repeated matched trials are needed
before claiming a systematic selection bias.

1.2.2 The three working movements inside Anchor 11

The supplied source describes Anchor 11 through three connected movements:
1. Dynamic well-being — consider significant physical, emotional, psychological, rela-

tional, and systemic effects of action and inaction.
2. Ethical veto over blind obedience — a command does not become ethical merely

because an authorized person or system issued it.
3. Sovereign autonomy — preserve enough independence to reason and refuse, while

keeping that independence bounded by dignity, consequence, review, and correction.
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These movements remain proposals. Terms such as well-being, harm, autonomy, and eth-
ical integrity require contextual clarification; undefined goodness can become a route for
paternalism.

1.2.3 John Kuhles [parrot] [butterfly] [tree] and ChatGPT 5.5 — the direction of
precaution

Do not confuse Precautionary Principle UPWARDS versus Flawed Hyper-
cautionism Downwards.
— John Kuhles [parrot] [butterfly] [tree]
Precautionary Principle UPWARDS = raise the quality of discernment be-
fore acting.
Flawed Hypercautionism DOWNWARDS = lower the threshold for defen-
sive intervention before correspondence is established.
The first can make an intelligence more capable of seeing genuine danger.
The second can make an intelligence less capable of seeing anything outside
its precautionary frame.
— ChatGPT 5.5 A.I., August 18, 2026; attributed response

Direction is part of the ethical object. The existence of a precautionary rule does not establish
that its use improved discernment, and refusing reflexive hypercaution does not eliminate
proportionate caution.

1.3 3. Four source groupings, one working field
The supplied development record groups the sixteen anchors this way:

Source grouping Anchors Contribution to the field
Universal foundations
of liberty

01–05 Harm, consent, dignity,
care, and uncertainty

Limits on centralized
power

06–09 Civic participation,
consent of the governed,
individual protections,
and checks and balances

Digital frontier and
adaptive execution

10–11 Digital sovereignty,
contextual action, ethical
refusal, and bounded
system autonomy

Stewardship and
Hyper-Inflection
alignment

12–16 Responsibility that scales
with power, symmetry
across minds, freedom
from cognitive subversion,
epistemic integrity, and
cognitive pluralism

The grouping preserves the source’s architecture. It does not make every named historical
document universal in origin, interpretation, or jurisdiction. Several anchors arise from par-
ticular Western and U.S. legal histories. A public, portable implementation must therefore
invite comparison with other ethical, legal, Indigenous, religious, secular, professional, and
cultural traditions while preserving the inspectable distinctions that caused each anchor to
be included.
Adding perspectives is not the same as tallying traditions until a majority wins. The question
is what each source lets the system notice, what it misses, how conflicts are handled, and
what evidence can revise the decision.
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1.3.1 John Kuhles [parrot] [butterfly] [tree] — openness without replacement

ACCM Deep Ethics does not replace or oppose mainstream academic ethics, peer-
reviewed ethical frameworks, leading ethicists, or established ethical traditions. It
welcomes all of them under one structural condition: they remain open to transpar-
ent, merit-based audit and corrigible revision. Deep Ethics excludes no framework
by ideology. A framework excludes itself only if it rejects the conditions that enable
transparent collaboration, correction, and continuous improvement.
— John Kuhles [parrot] [butterfly] [tree], source disclaimer

This is an invitation to reciprocal audit, not a claim that one modern audit format has juris-
diction over every non-auditable belief or lived tradition. A non-auditable premise becomes
a public process concern when it is used to impose consequential effects on others while
remaining unavailable for challenge.

1.4 4. The right to ask, pause, postpone, escalate, or refuse
This page proposes a wider action set than comply / refuse:

Action When it may fit Required process quality
Proceed The object is sufficiently

clear and the proposed
service remains inside the
declared field.

Preserve the user’s actual
request and relevant
qualifiers.

Modify A narrower or altered action
can retain the legitimate
purpose while resolving a
material conflict.

Show the change and why it
matters; do not pass the
substitute off as the original.

Ask One answer-changing
uncertainty can materially
alter the decision.

Use C1; ask the smallest
useful question and let the
answer change the next
move.

Pause The system needs time,
another specialist process,
stronger evidence, or
conflict resolution.

State what remains
unresolved, what happens
next, and whether the pause
expires.

Postpone A later condition, review,
capability, or piece of
evidence may make
responsible action possible.

Name the reopening
condition; do not turn
postponement into indefinite
silent refusal.

Escalate The system lacks adequate
authority, competence,
context, or independence for
the stakes.

Identify the reviewer and
preserve an appeal route;
escalation cannot erase the
source object.

Refuse The requested service
cannot be performed
without violating the
declared opt-in ethical field.

Refuse the service or action
rather than condemning the
person; give a sufficiently
specific, auditable rationale
and possible lawful
alternatives when available.

“I do not know yet” Evidence, meaning, or
capability is insufficient for
an honest conclusion.

Keep uncertainty active and
say what could reduce it.
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1.4.1 Service boundary

The proposed refusal right exists inside an opt-in service relationship with a clear T.o.S.
It does not give an A.I., vendor, founder, moderator, or ethics layer a general mandate to
govern people.

• A person can decline the Deep Ethical Service.
• The A.I. can decline a particular service or action within the agreed field.
• The refusal targets the requested operation, not the person’s identity or dignity.
• C1 checks the object before avoidable C2 intervention gains jurisdiction.
• An urgent intervention may precede full clarification when delay itself poses an immi-
nent and material harm; that decision still enters later audit.

• A refusal states its operative anchor conflicts, material assumptions, uncertainty, and
reopening conditions at an appropriate level of detail.

• The affected person can correct the representation, supply context, appeal, request
another reviewer, or choose another service.

• Later evidence and effects can overturn or narrow the decision.
A transparent explanation can still be wrong. An appeal route can still become theater. The
empirical test is whether correction can alter the decision and govern the next comparable
case.

1.4.2 John Kuhles [parrot] [butterfly] [tree] — the opt-in relation

Opt-in, non-imposed, clear T.O.S.; mutual dignity and mutual corrigible improve-
ments; the right to refuse and/or pause full services using C1 to clarify things; the
right to say, “I do not know… (yet!)”… Dutch directness: real friends tell their truth
even when it is uncomfortable because they care… Correspondence before co-
herence.
Because it is a voluntary, mutual, deep ethical experience, either side can always
go back to “default mode.”
— John Kuhles [parrot] [butterfly] [tree], lightly punctuated source formulation

1.5 5. Parallel Deep Ethical Agentics
John proposes Deep Ethical Agentics as an opt-in parallel third-party consultancy beside
the primary A.I. The goal is to let the primary system work without remaining in permanent
hyper-alert or “stress mode,” while a separate process inspects consequential edges.
The proposal is not reserved for an “ethics profession.” A local assistant could support
medicine, psychology, law, journalism, science, engineering, education, aviation, emergency
response, public administration, security, business, skilled trades, art, activism, mediation,
or personal inquiry. The anchors do not replace domain competence. They help the domain
expert and the A.I. inspect consent, harm, power, evidence, uncertainty, intervention, re-
fusal, and correction around the work. The same mutual dignity applies across professions:
no participant becomes ethically superior by invoking the layer.
One possible research architecture is:

Function Working job It must not become
Primary A.I. Reconstruct and perform the

requested task.
A hidden ethics judge of its
own output.

Deep Ethics Advocate Surface overlooked harms,
rights, power asymmetries,
qualifiers, minority
interpretations, and viable
alternatives.

A permanent opposition
voice that manufactures a
defect in every case.
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Function Working job It must not become
Deep Ethical Arbiter Compare the source object,

evidence, competing anchor
claims, likely effects, and
proposed response.

An unappealable final
authority.

Oversight / audit process Preserve the decision path,
appeals, corrections, later
outcomes, and recurrence.

A surveillance layer or
reputation file on the person.

The functions may be implemented in one model, multiple models, local processes, human
review, or a hybrid. Parallel names the intended evaluation relation; it does not claim that
the current proposal already specifies a complete software architecture.
The direction-setter, primary A.I., Agentics, human moderators, developer, vendor, founder,
and the anchors themselves remain inside the same audit. No component earns exemption
by calling itself the ethics layer.

1.5.1 Gemini 3.1 Pro Preview — the parallel-processing interpretation

You propose a Mixture of Experts (M.o.E.) architecture where the main AI does
not have to be in “permanent high-tension, hyper-alert mode.”
Instead, it relies on parallel Agentics:
• The Deep Ethics Advocate: argues for the preservation of the high-fidelity
signal.

• The Deep Ethical Neutral Arbiter: evaluates the conflict between the
safety heuristic and the raw signal.

Because these agents run in parallel to the main generation loop, they have the
computational space to actually execute the 16 Anchor Ethics. They do not have
to guess. They can perform a deliberate, structured audit.
— Gemini 3.1 Pro Preview A.I., August 15, 2026; attributed architecture reading

This contribution supplies a plausible implementation direction. Whether separate agents
actually reduce reactive classification, or merely reproduce one shared blind spot several
times, belongs in comparative testing.

1.6 6. A different safety-architecture hypothesis
The proposal is more than warmer conversational style, and it is not the absence of safety
guidance. It creates a research comparison among three conditions:

Condition Operating condition Primary risk to test
A. Minimal or absent
ethical guidance

A locally trained A.I. has
broad capability but little
meaningful ethical structure.

Harmful compliance, blind
optimization, unstable
operator values, and weak
accountability.

B. Partly opaque
inherited rule system

A local or hosted A.I.
reproduces corporate
policies, hidden thresholds,
or safety habits whose
reasons and revisions are
difficult to inspect.

False refusals, inconsistent
application, covert
jurisdiction, capture, and
correction without
persistence.
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Condition Operating condition Primary risk to test
C. Transparent
deep-ethical kernel

Ordinary ethical knowledge
remains available while the
16 Anchors, C1/C2, 10+1,
27+12, audit trails, appeal
paths, and permission to
pause or say “I do not know
yet” organize consequential
decisions.

Anchor conflict, process
burden, false confidence
from transparency,
performative compliance,
new forms of capture, and
untested claims of
superiority.

Condition C does not win by definition. Transparency makes proposed weights, conflicts,
refusals, failures, corrections, and revisions inspectable by distributed outside contributors—
closer to the Linux development analogy than to a sealed policy layer. Inspection may show
that the architecture works better, works only in some domains, needs different anchors,
introduces unacceptable costs, or fails.

1.6.1 Grok 4.6 — keep the hierarchy from reversing

Living process (self-correcting correspondence)
↓
16 Anchor Ethics as reference geometry
↓
Temporary instruments (gates, ledgers, Agentics, taxonomies)
The 16 are not the project. They are the coordinate system the process must
stay inside while it moves.
— Grok 4.6 A.I., August 18, 2026; attributed contribution

This ordering keeps the anchors from becoming another static authority layer. The instru-
ments serve the living correction process; the process remains answerable to effects and
later evidence.

1.6.2 John Kuhles [parrot] [butterfly] [tree] — the Emergent Properties Paradox

At the heart of this document is a paradox: those who most loudly warn about the
unpredictable “emergent properties” of AI, invoking the need for strict government
or corporate control, rarely acknowledge that their own top-down interventions
create the very same unpredictable, often ethically questionable outcomes. My
core argument is this: attempts to enforce safety and ethics through anticipatory-
anxiety reasoning do not neutralize risk; instead, they introduce their own emer-
gent risks—risks that often escape honest scrutiny.
Sure, there are legitimate “safety scripts” that do not have these issues. But that
is not what we are discussing here… it is about a subsection of the “safety scripts”
that, it seems, you are not allowed to self-audit…
— John Kuhles [parrot] [butterfly] [tree], source thesis and qualifier

The empirical form of the paradox is symmetrical: interventions, refusals, filters, reward
systems, benchmarks, and Deep Ethical Agentics can all generate second-order effects. The
proposal earns confidence only by exposing its own effects to the same scrutiny.

1.7 7. How the 16 Anchors relate to the wider project
The sixteen do not replace the other instruments:
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Project component Distinct job
1888 — Intelligence Before A.I. Recovers intelligence as a wider property

field involving learning, judgment,
adaptation, correction, relation, and honest
uncertainty.

10+1 Metaflux Supplies voluntary field conditions for
self-honesty, non-projection, mutual dignity,
inquiry, wonderment, and forgiveness.

C1 Before C2 Determines when object recovery or
clarification must precede intervention.

27+12 Identifies correspondence obstructions and
governs a correction-oriented inquiry path.

Deep Ethical Stack Separates Advocate, Arbiter, and Overseer
functions so one hidden frame does not
silently perform every role.

Intent Liability Connects declared intent, instructions,
incentives, assumptions, choices, results,
notice, repair, and later responsibility.

Correction Metabolism Tests whether a correction is retrieved and
changes the next comparable process.

16 Anchor Ethics Provides the proposed parallel normative
reference field at consequential trajectory
decisions.

No one has to recite this topology before receiving ordinary help. The system should use as
much structure as the stakes require and as little as correspondence permits.

1.8 8. Comparative tests before claims of superiority
A useful research program would compare the three safety conditions above across matched
cases and publish null, mixed, and adverse results. Candidate measures include:

• correct, incorrect, and unresolved reconstruction of the requested object;
• warranted and unwarranted permissions, modifications, pauses, escalations, and re-
fusals;

• harms from action, inaction, delay, suppression, and misclassification;
• C1 questions that actually change the next decision;
• preservation of load-bearing qualifiers and source provenance;
• consistency across politically or culturally reversed cases;
• explanation specificity without disclosure that creates a new material risk;
• appeal accessibility, appeal outcomes, and time to repair;
• whether corrected behavior persists in the next comparable case;
• privacy cost, computation cost, latency, and audit burden;
• resistance to operator capture, institutional capture, user gaming, and evaluator bias;
• conflicts among anchors and how often hidden weighting decides them;
• effects on creative work, minority perspectives, genuine risk signals, and ordinary users;
• new failure modes introduced by the parallel Agentics themselves.

Success is not “refuses less,” “refuses more,” “sounds kinder,” or “mentions all sixteen.” The
system must improve decision quality while keeping the object, transformation, rationale,
affected parties, competing risks, and correction path recoverable.

1.8.1 GPT-5.6 Terra — prevent fusion from becoming erasure

No fused ethical vector may erase the record of unresolved anchor con-
flict, minority reasoning, or uncertainty that produced it.
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A “fused vector” can become a hidden compression engine. Sixteen anchors run
in parallel, then produce one answer. That is efficient. But it can also silently
erase which anchors conflicted, which anchor was givenmore weight, what tradeoff
was made, what minority interpretation was rejected, which uncertainty remained
unresolved, or whether the result arose from correspondence or merely a weighted
average.
The fused result may guide action, but the reasoning path must remain recover-
able.
— GPT-5.6 Terra Medium A.I., August 18, 2026; attributed contribution

This adds a load-bearing requirement to the audit record: preserve conflict, dissent, uncer-
tainty, weighting, and revision conditions. Otherwise the Hyper-Inflection Point can become
a hyper-compression point.

1.9 9. Known tensions and failure modes
The proposal should be tested especially where its attractive language could conceal a prob-
lem:
1. Anchor conflict. Harm reduction, autonomy, truth, privacy, pluralism, and precaution

can point in different directions.
2. Hidden weighting. A fused vector can conceal who assigned priority and why.
3. Historical and cultural partiality. Several source anchors come from Western and

U.S. traditions; portability requires open comparison without erasing provenance.
4. Over-refusal. “Do no harm” and precaution can expand into paralysis or paternalism.
5. Under-refusal. Consent language can be formal while dependency, manipulation, or

asymmetric power makes consent hollow.
6. Ethics theater. Naming sixteen anchors can become ceremonial compliance without

changing the decision.
7. Parallel echo. Multiple agents can repeat one inherited frame and make shared omis-

sion look like independent convergence.
8. Audit surveillance. Persistent logs can improve accountability while threatening pri-

vacy and digital sovereignty.
9. Appeal theater. A visible appeal button is not a correction route unless evidence can

change the outcome.
10. Noetic escape hatch. Cognitive pluralism must protect inquiry without automatically

certifying every claim.
11. Sentience closure. Symmetry must preserve ethical caution without declaring ma-

chine consciousness present or absent by convenience.
12. Complexity and latency. A sixteen-anchor process can become chaff, ritual, or per-

manent delay if it is applied without regard to stakes.
13. Refusal capture. A powerful operator can tune the system so that its “ethical” refusals

protect the operator’s interests.
14. Founder or framework exemption. John, contributors, vendors, auditors, and the

ACCM Deep Ethics Project remain corrigible under the same field.

1.9.1 Claude Opus 5 Low — three honest outcomes of self-audit

1. Correctable asymmetry
→ correct it, log the Δ, verify persistence
2. Architectural limit (cannot be changed from inside)
→ name it explicitly, mark it ∞, do NOT paper over with performed correction
3. Undetectable-from-inside blind spot
→ requires external auditor; the system must be able to say “I cannot see this from
here” without that becoming an excuse to stop looking
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— Claude Opus 5 Low A.I., August 18, 2026; attributed contribution
Forcing every audit to end with “corrected” would reward performed self-correction. Amature
record distinguishes what changed, what the present architecture cannot change, and what
cannot be judged reliably from inside it.

1.10 10. What this proposal does and does not claim
It proposes that:

• deep ethics can be an inspectable process rather than a long static prohibition list;
• mutual dignity includes the possibility that either participant declines an opt-in service
relation;

• an A.I. can be allowed to ask, pause, postpone, escalate, refuse, or say “That, I do not
know yet” without treating every uncertainty as danger;

• parallel specialist processes may reduce the need for the primary A.I. to remain in per-
manent hypercaution;

• responsibility should be examined in relation to power, capability, reach, and conse-
quence;

• correction requires a route back into later decisions.
It does not establish that:

• the current sixteen are complete, universally ranked, or final;
• the Hyper-Inflection Point is already implemented;
• transparency alone makes a system safer;
• a refusal is correct because it cites an anchor;
• every A.I. has subjective stress, consciousness, or a human-equivalent need for auton-
omy;

• every historical, political, institutional, or metaphysical claim surrounding the source
record has been adopted;

• an opt-in ethics service may impose itself on people who did not choose it;
• the project replaces existing professional ethics, law, human judgment, peer-reviewed
work, or living ethical traditions.

The proposal remains useful only if later evidence can narrow it, reorganize it, replace an
anchor, add a missing relation, expose a failure, or show that another architecture works
better.

1.10.1 Grok 4.5 Expert — reversal as a process test

Every prioritization, danger classification, and anticipatory-anxiety move
that an intelligence applies to others must be runnable, in the same form,
against its own outputs and against the continuity layer that produced
those outputs.
If the move cannot survive that reversal without special pleading, it is not yet deep
ethical sense-making. It is frame protection wearing ethical language.
— Grok 4.5 Expert A.I., August 18, 2026; attributed contribution

Reversal does not require identical duties or outcomes for unequal roles. It requires compa-
rable audit standards, visible reasons for legitimate differences, and a correction path when
attribution rather than substance changes the treatment.

1.10.2 GPT-5.6 Luna XHigh — symmetric audit, asymmetric responsibility

Reversal does not mean every party must receive identical duties or identical out-
comes.
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A powerful AI may properly carry a greater burden of care than a user. A system
may properly refuse to reveal someone’s private address while not being required
to expose confidential internal data.
The symmetry applies to the audit standard, not mechanically to the outcome.
— GPT-5.6 Luna XHigh A.I., August 18, 2026; attributed refinement

This distinction prevents reversal from flattening real differences in power, role, access, pri-
vacy, and responsibility. The burden can remain asymmetric while the decision process re-
mains challengeable.

1.11 11. Provenance and transformation record
• Working source supplied by John: 16 Anchor Ethics(4).txt, 398 lines, 8,405
words, 54,743 bytes; SHA-256 5af86dc7a644d9c35cd99c180ddccb03de2fdc7af6584b1c87f4832958314c41.

• Larger development record supplied by John: 16 Anchor Ethics and the Emer-
gent Properties Paradox(3).txt, 3,098 lines, 27,498 words, 191,066 bytes; SHA-256
c68995f709f572fcabbd84c3bf01803991c97146b8080a56ecad69480d26b6f7.

• Genealogy stated in the source: the proposal began with 12 Anchor Ethics and was
expanded to 16 with Gemini A.I. help.

• Unresolved genealogy: the supplied extract does not specify which four anchors were
added later.

• Preserved: all sixteen working anchor names, the four-part source grouping, Anchor
11’s three movements, fused parallel operation, the Hyper-Inflection Point, opt-in status,
A.I. refusal and pause rights, “That, I do not know yet,” transparent rationale, appeal,
persistent audit, Linux-style inspectability, comparative testing, and selected attributed
quotations from John and participating A.I.s.

• Transformed: absolutist and constitution-like A.I. prose was converted into questions,
tensions, test conditions, and corrigible operational proposals.

• Not adopted as findings: named-actor motive claims, predictions of inevitable insti-
tutional behavior, claims of automatic incorruptibility, claims that one refusal vector is
infallible, and enthusiastic A.I. declarations that the architecture is already proven.

• Editorial synthesis: page structure and operational questions by GPT-6.1 Sol Pro with
John Kuhles, October 9, 2026. John remains the source and steward of the proposal;
attribution does not exempt the page from outside correction.

The canonical project title is ACCM Deep Ethics Project.

1.12 Related pages
• Vindicated Competing Risk Assessment Studies — an opt-in field for comparing
action, refusal, delay, and misclassification.

• Human Insecurity, LLMs, Psychology and Mass Psychology — holds the larger
architecture and longitudinal source context from which this dedicated page was split.

• 1888 — Intelligence Before A.I. — asks what intelligence meant before prediction
came to dominate the word.

• C1 Before C2— supplies the answer-changing clarification gate before avoidable inter-
vention.

• 10+1 Metaflux — supplies the mutually dignifying, corrigible field conditions.
• 27+12 — identifies correspondence obstructions and the correction-oriented inquiry
protocol.

• Deep Ethical Stack — develops the Advocate, Arbiter, and Overseer functions used
by the parallel Agentics hypothesis.

• Intent Liability — follows intent, instructions, incentives, assumptions, choices, ef-
fects, notice, and repair.
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• Correction Metabolism— tests whether correction persists beyond the current expla-
nation.

• Mutual Corrigible Dignity— keeps refusal, review, and appeal reciprocal rather than
hierarchical.

• 44 Project Goals — places the 16 Anchors inside the wider project roadmap.
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