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1 Cognitive Warfare Mass Psychology
BETA / DERIVED EXTENSIVE REPORT — official concepts, capability discus-
sions, reported implementations, interpretations, hypotheses, and open
questions remain separate

1.1 Direct answer
The source packet deserves a separate page in the ACCM Deep Ethics Project because it
joins the project’s sentence-level investigation to a population-scale research field:

Scale Object being shaped Typical operations Project question
Individual attention,

interpretation,
memory, trust,
decisions

framing,
classification,
repetition, salience,
emotional activation

What happened to
the object while the
answer was
produced?

Human–A.I.
interaction

user claim, model
representation, next
move

qualifier loss,
substitution, threat
resemblance,
opaque compression

Did correspondence
occur before
evaluation?

Population public narratives,
legitimacy,
coordination,
behaviour

influence operations,
propaganda,
microtargeting,
strategic
communication

Who defines
manipulation and
who can appeal?

Institutional policy, doctrine, data
systems, operational
incentives

collection, modelling,
prediction,
intervention,
feedback

Can the classifier
and its mission be
audited?

Temporal later outcomes and
correction history

vindication,
disconfirmation,
recurrence,
forgetting

Did the system learn
only the accepted
answer, or correct
how it judges?

The project’s instruments do not prove every interpretation in the source packet. They make
the transformations around those interpretations inspectable.

1.2 One packet, several source layers
The uploaded file is not one continuous evidentiary object. It contains different speakers,
purposes, access conditions, and claim types.

Layer What it contributes
What it cannot establish
alone

John Kuhles’s Panwar
extraction

Selected terms and
statements that stood out
while viewing a 618 MB
Aadi/Panwar recording

A full transcript, timestamps,
or an exhaustive
representation of Panwar’s
position
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Layer What it contributes
What it cannot establish
alone

Lt. Gen. (Dr.) R. S.
Panwar material

Military vocabulary around
multi-domain, information,
cyber influence,
psychological/cognitive
operations, neuro S/T, and
human potential

NATO doctrine; proof that
every discussed capability is
deployed

Dr. James Giordano
material

Neuroethics and
national-security capability
discussions involving
neuroscience and
neurotechnology

A fielded inventory merely
because a capability or risk
was discussed

NATO/ACT/STO public
material

Official and NATO-affiliated
definitions, concept
development, research
activity, and domain status

Proof of every
implementation or every
interpretation made by
critics

Fifth-generation warfare
literature

Contested theories of
increasingly ambiguous,
networked, perceptual, and
non-kinetic conflict

A settled doctrine; the term
is disputed and lacks one
authoritative definition

Jonas Tögel / Marc
Friedrich discussion

A critical interpretation
linking cognitive warfare to
domestic surveillance,
digital identity, predictive
systems, propaganda, and
democratic accountability

Automatic verification of
every implementation,
causal link, or geopolitical
conclusion

James Corbett
commentary

A broad political
interpretation of 5GW and a
call for parallel, independent
systems

The same evidentiary status
as an official policy, a
verified implementation, or a
technical capability report

Mattias Desmet and
related psychology
material

A mass-psychology lens on
social formation, conformity,
fear, isolation, and
totalitarian dynamics

A universal causal model or
an automatic explanation for
every observed public
response

The multi-A.I. exchange An inspectable
transformation and
correction path

Independent replication
when later models read
earlier analyses

The source packet therefore supports a parallel evidence architecture, not a chain in
which one layer automatically proves the next.

1.3 The public NATO object
1.3.1 Cognitive warfare is an active public concept

NATO Allied Command Transformation’s current Cognitive Warfare page describes attacks on
rationality, exploitation of vulnerabilities, systemic weakening, non-military targets, societal
resilience, civil–military cooperation, and data sharing. Its scope is broader than a purely
defensive public-relations description.
NATO ACT’s 2023 explanation defines cognitive warfare through activities that influence, pro-
tect, or disrupt individual and group cognition to gain advantage. It explicitly connects cyber,
information, psychological, and social-engineering capabilities.
A second ACT article says the subject often involves both offensive and defensive posturing.
NATO Review’s earlier article discusses awareness, resilience, civil communications, educa-
tion, and the challenge of defining cognitive attacks. The original nato.int URL now returns
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404; this link is the 13 December 2022 snapshot, which still contains that article.
These sources establish that cognitive warfare is a continuing public research and concept-
development object. They do not establish that every proposal has become approved oper-
ational doctrine or that every capability discussed in the wider packet has been deployed.

1.3.2 The “sixth domain” is a proposal, not the current official domain count

The NATO Chief Scientist Research Report on Cognitive Warfare records Innovation Hub work
suggesting that NATO consider a sixth operational domain: the Human Domain. NATO re-
search proceedings also discuss the cognitive domain as a proposed or emerging operational
object, including a situational-awareness framework and comparative concept analysis.
The current public NATO ACT Multi-Domain Operations page still lists five areas of operations:
Maritime, Land, Air, Space, and Cyberspace. The same five-domain status appears in NATO
ACT’s MDO explanation.
The clean status is therefore:

Statement Status
NATO-affiliated research has proposed a
Human Domain as a sixth operational
domain

Documented

NATO publicly researches cognitive warfare
and cognitive resilience

Documented

NATO has formally adopted cognition or the
human mind as its sixth operational domain

Not established by the current public
domain list

1.3.3 Cognitive superiority and the human decision layer

The NATO Warfighting Capstone Concept uses the language of cognitive superiority within
a multi-domain and cross-instrument approach. This makes the human interpretive layer
strategically important even while the formal operational-domain count remains five.
The ethical question is not created by a word choice alone. It arises because every physical
or digital domain eventually passes through human authorization, interpretation, trust, fear,
consent, resistance, and decision. Once those processes become operational terrain, the
distinction between protecting agency and optimizing people becomes load-bearing.

1.4 Where fifth-generation warfare fits
Fifth-generation warfare (5GW) is best treated as a contested umbrella rather than an
official NATO label. Different writers use it for different combinations of ambiguity, perception,
networks, legitimacy, non-kinetic influence, cyber operations, decentralization, and conflict
that may be difficult to recognize as war.
The genealogy begins with the disputed “generations of modern war” model and fourth-
generation warfare. T. X. Hammes’s Beyond the War on Terror: Into the Fifth Generation of
War and Conflict is one formal contribution. A later scholarly comparison, Fifth Generation
Warfare, Hybrid Warfare, and Gray Zone Conflict, examines overlap and distinction among
three concepts. William S. Lind, associated with the fourth-generation model, rejected or
resisted the proposed fifth generation; his skepticism is part of the object, not a footnote to
remove.
James Corbett’s Your Guide to Fifth-Generation Warfare deliberately uses a much broader
political definition: a conflict directed by governments and institutions against populations
across information, biological, technological, and economic domains. That is Corbett’s inter-
pretation. It should be inspected on its merits and not silently presented as NATO’s definition.
The report can therefore use 5GW as a comparative lens while refusing two compressions:
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• Institutional compression: “5GW is merely a fringe phrase, so the documented
cognitive-warfare activity can be ignored.”

• Total-war compression: “Because influence, surveillance, neuroscience, digital iden-
tity, and financial systems can interact, they have already been proved to be one cen-
trally coordinated programme.”

Both shortcuts reduce inspectability.

1.5 Panwar, the cognitive domain, and the ethical slide point
The packet begins with John’s selective notes from an Aadi interview with Lt. Gen. (Dr.)
R. S. Panwar. Panwar’s background is independently described by IIT Bombay. His own
FutureWars archive includes work on A.I. in military operations, information operations, cyber
influence, and the cognitive realm. A later United Service Institution of India article discusses
technology-enabled cognitive operations, whole-of-government structures, ethical dilemmas,
and operations affecting populations.
The most important line in John’s notes is:

“Enhance and Protect own Human Potential vs Degrade Enemy Human Potential.”
Until checked against the recording, this remains John’s note from the Aadi/Panwar in-
terview, not a timestamp-verified transcript quotation.
The military distinction is intelligible inside adversarial operations. Its ethical slide point
appears when the category enemy expands without public, inspectable criteria to include
domestic dissent, an inconvenient competing risk assessment, a scientific anomaly, an unfa-
miliar critic, or a citizen contesting the classifier.
This is a macro-scale instance of asymmetric grace and bidirectional scrutiny: similar human
cognitive processes receive opposite ethical valence depending on whose cognition is being
enhanced, degraded, protected, or classified.

1.6 Giordano and neurotechnology: capability is not deployment
The packet links the “brain as battlefield” theme to Dr. James Giordano. Georgetown Uni-
versity’s faculty profile and Neuroethics Studies Program document his work across neuro-
science, neuroethics, national security, defence, and emerging neurotechnology. George-
town has also described the programme’s national-security and defence focus.
The packet attributes discussions of NBIC convergence, human–machine interfaces, neuro-
enhancement, and “drugs, bugs, toxins, and devices” to Giordano and related presentations.
These subjects justify serious capability and ethics research. They do not justify converting a
lecture slide or a technically possible mechanism into a claim that a weapon has been fielded
at scale.
The correct question sequence is:
1. What capability was described?
2. Was it theoretical, laboratory-demonstrated, prototyped, procured, operationally tested,

or deployed?
3. What source establishes that status?
4. What safeguards, oversight, and public appeal exist?
5. What would disconfirm the stronger interpretation?

1.7 Cognitive warfare as mass psychology becoming infrastructure
Mass psychology once moved mainly through speeches, print, radio, television, institutions,
schools, advertising, and social-group pressure. Digital infrastructure adds continuous mea-
surement, rapid segmentation, automated classification, individualized intervention, and
feedback.

5

https://acr.iitbombay.org/awards/lt-gen-dr-ravindra-singh-panwar-3
https://futurewars.rspanwar.net/future-wars-talks-and-podcasts/
https://www.usiofindia.org/publication-details.php?id=90
https://deepethics.github.io/ACCM-Deep-Ethics-Project/NETWORK/asymmetric-grace/
https://gufaculty360.georgetown.edu/s/contact/00336000014Tm4oAAC/james-giordano-phd
https://gufaculty360.georgetown.edu/s/contact/00336000014Tm4oAAC/james-giordano-phd
https://clinicalbioethics.georgetown.edu/neuroethicsprogram/
https://gumc.georgetown.edu/gumc-stories/as-neuroscience-applications-expand-neuroethics-keeps-pace/


flowchart TD A[“Behavioural data”] –> B[“Psychographic model”] B –> C[“Prediction or clas-
sification”] C –> D[“Targeted intervention”] D –> E[“Behavioural feedback”] E –> B F[“Audit
and appeal”] -. “must affect the loop” .-> C F -. “must affect the loop” .-> D
Each edge creates an audit question:

Operation Deep-ethical audit
Data acquisition Who collected it, under what consent, and

for what declared and secondary purposes?
Psychographic modelling Which categories were selected, which

populations were underrepresented, and
which assumptions were embedded?

Prediction What error rates, uncertainty, and
competing interpretations remain visible?

Classification Does resemblance acquire authority before
correspondence?

Intervention Is the action transparent, proportionate,
reversible, and contestable?

Feedback Does the system learn from the person, or
merely learn how to act on the person more
effectively?

Correction Can an affected person inspect, reject, or
repair the model—and does the repair
persist?

This is where the project’s long-running loop becomes directly relevant:
LLM mannerisms ⇄ mass psychology ⇄ individual psychology ⇄ LLM man-
nerisms

A.I. systems inherit patterns from human communication, operate inside institutional incen-
tives, shape later human communication, and may then learn from synthetic residue created
by prior systems. The process is not made ethical by calling one direction “resilience” and
the other “manipulation.” Conduct, access, reversibility, symmetry, consequences, and cor-
rection must be examined.

1.8 The two weaponizations
1.8.1 First-order: weaponization of cognition

The obvious object is the use of language, data, imagery, social pressure, behavioural sci-
ence, cyber systems, neuroscience, and technical platforms to affect perception, attention,
emotion, judgement, or action.

1.8.2 Second-order: weaponization of the classification

The less obvious object is the power to classify a challenge as:
• disinformation;
• foreign influence;
• destabilizing content;
• manipulated cognition;
• a threat vector;
• anti-institutional conduct;
• or evidence of low resilience.

Once a label gains operational authority, the underlying claim may no longer be examined
on its merits. The classification becomes an administrative permit to suppress, deprioritize,
monitor, redirect, or pre-empt.
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This does not mean every disinformation classification is false. It means the classifier requires
an audit path because false positives have consequences and because a self-certifying de-
fence can reproduce the structure it says it opposes.

1.9 Identity-based grace and behaviour-based audit
The packet repeatedly notices how similar conduct receives different names depending on
the actor. The table below is a question generator, not a declaration that every paired
item is identical.

When attributed to an
adversary

When attributed to an allied
or domestic institution Audit question

Propaganda or deception Strategic communication What was selected, omitted,
or knowingly made
misleading?

Narrative control Protecting public trust Can the protected public
inspect and contest the
intervention?

Psychological manipulation Building cognitive resilience Does the process increase
independent judgement or
approved compliance?

Cognitive domination Decision advantage Whose agency is reduced,
and under what
authorization?

Surveillance Situational awareness Who is observed, how long,
and with what appeal and
deletion rights?

Exploiting vulnerability Targeted support Who defines the
vulnerability and benefits
from the intervention?

Censorship Information hygiene Is lawful dissent represented
before it is restricted or
deprioritized?

The same behaviour-based questions must be asked of China’s “Three Warfares,” Russian
influence campaigns, NATO and allied programmes, commercial advertising, election cam-
paigns, alternative media, activist movements, and the project’s own public messaging.

1.10 The dual-use cognitive toolchain

Tool Protective use Manipulative use
What separates
them?

Behavioural
modelling

Detect coordinated
targeting or user
vulnerability

Locate exploitable
weakness

consent, purpose
limits, inspectability

Narrative analysis Identify fabricated
campaigns

Mark inconvenient
narratives as hostile

claim-level evidence
and appeal

Emotional-signal
detection

Recognize coercive
targeting

Optimize emotional
pressure

agency and
non-exploitation

Microtargeting Deliver relevant
warnings

Fragment publics
into invisible
influence
environments

disclosure and
shared public record
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Tool Protective use Manipulative use
What separates
them?

Trust measurement Detect damage to
institutions or
communities

Optimize
institutional image
and conformity

whether criticism
can change the
institution

A.I. classification Surface coordinated
hostile campaigns

Suppress unfamiliar
dissent through
resemblance

correspondence
before authority

Cognitive resilience Strengthen
independent
judgement

Harden an approved
frame against
correction

premise challenge
and external bite

Stated mission alone cannot determine which column applies. The answer lies in operational
behaviour, public constraints, correction channels, and longitudinal effects.

1.11 The 27 + 12 as a micro-to-macro translation layer
The 27 correspondence obstructions and 12-stage Correspondence-First Deep Inquiry Proto-
col were developed through human–A.I. interactions. This packet reveals their population-
scale relevance.

Sentence- or interaction-level
transformation Population-scale analogue
Qualifier erosion Possibility becomes policy certainty or

threat certainty
Phantom claim A critic is made to defend a claim they did

not make
Nearest-generalization substitution A specific grievance becomes

“anti-institutional,” “fringe,” or
“conspiratorial”

Opaque summarization Relevant history, competing risk, or source
disagreement disappears from the public
compression

“Looks like / sounds like” closure Resemblance to an adversarial pattern
acquires authority before investigation

Asymmetric scrutiny Bottom-up claims face maximal proof
burdens while top-down claims receive
institutional grace

Translation capture A challenge is rewritten into the classifier’s
vocabulary and the rewrite is judged

Premature proof demand An inquiry must prove its whole framework
before the institution answers a specific
audit

Correction-persistence failure A false flag is admitted locally but the
classifier repeats it after reset

Provenance substitution An interpretation or media summary is
treated as the primary source

The 27 are not presented here as a covert “psyop toolkit.” They are observable transfor-
mation patterns that may be intentional, structurally induced, incentive-driven, or emergent.
Assigning malicious intent where only a transformation is established would reproduce the
very drift being audited.
The 12-stage process matters because it changes the order:

preserve → clarify → map → inspect premises → compare → evaluate → act → ob-
serve → correct → retain the correction
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The key is not reciting the vocabulary. It is whether the process changes the next move
before a consequential classification is made.

1.12 C1 before C2 as a cognitive-defence gate
C1 before C2 is neither endless questioning nor a ban on protective action. It asks whether
a material ambiguity can be clarified before an intervention, warning, restriction, or threat
classification gains authority.
Applied here:

• What exact claim is being classified?
• Which source was inspected?
• Is the target foreign coordination, domestic dissent, harmful conduct, or mere resem-
blance?

• What material fact would alter the classification?
• Can the source reject a distorted reconstruction and supply a corrected one?
• Can the classifier still act when urgent evidence warrants action—and later expose the
basis to audit?

A C1 question is real only when an answer could change the next move. A ceremonial ques-
tion followed by the same predetermined intervention is not correspondence.

1.13 Deep Ethical Outnuancing and the anti-sovereignty rule
Outnuancing audits the frame instead of merely optimizing inside it. Joined to deep ethics, it
must also audit the frame conducting the challenge.
The method can challenge:

• NATO’s definitions and incentives;
• adversarial influence operations;
• governmental and corporate data systems;
• Tögel’s geopolitical interpretations;
• Corbett’s total-war frame;
• Desmet’s psychological model;
• media and alternative-media selections;
• A.I. safety and disinformation classifiers;
• John Kuhles’s source extraction;
• this report;
• and the ACCM Deep Ethics Project itself.

No lens acquires the status of no lens. The source can reject a distorted representation, but
source correction rights do not grant immunity from evidence, competing interpretations, or
later consequences.

1.14 Negative-space harms
Conventional risk systems tend to count visible incidents. Cognitive systems also produce
losses in negative space:

• a question never asked because its category was pre-flagged;
• a competing risk assessment abandoned before it became legible;
• an inquiry made undiscoverable by ranking or recommendation systems;
• self-censorship produced by anticipated classification;
• a minority warning remembered only after vindication, detached from how it was origi-
nally treated;

• a model correction that disappears at reset;
• independent judgement weakened by permanent protective management.

Not every unrealized possibility can be measured, and counterfactual value should not be
fabricated. The inspectable starting point is the T0 record: what was supplied, how it was
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classified, what evidence was available, whether clarification was possible, which interven-
tion followed, and what happened later at Tn.
This connects cognitive warfare directly to the project’s proposed study of Vindicated Com-
peting Risk Assessments: warnings or analyses initially suppressed, dismissed, or falsely
flagged, then partly or substantially vindicated later. The research value is not “critics are
always right.” It is learning which early signatures, asymmetries, and classification errors
should change future procedure.

1.15 A four-layer cognitive-risk model
flowchart TD A[“1 · Influence Systems affect cognition”] –> B[“2 · Classi-
fication Systems label challenges”] B –> C[“3 · Meta-audit Classifier
and frame become inspectable”] C –> D[“4 · Temporal memory Vindication,
disconfirmation, recurrence”] D –> A
1. Influence: psychological, informational, social, technical, or neurotechnological sys-

tems affect cognition.
2. Classification: institutions and algorithms decide which challenges count as manipu-

lation, disinformation, or attack.
3. Meta-audit: the classifier, training assumptions, evidence admission, translation pro-

cess, and remedies become inspectable.
4. Temporal correction memory: later outcomes update both the conclusion and the

procedure that produced the earlier classification.
Without the third layer, cognitive defence can certify itself. Without the fourth, every reset
permits the same failure to return as if no correction occurred.

1.16 The A.I. exchange as a live specimen
The supplied file preserves a useful transformation path:

Stage Transformation What it teaches
1. Initial answer Emphasized defensive

resilience and public
protection

Institutional language can
sanitize offensive and
dual-use scope

2. User correction Added neuroscience,
offensive posture, and
societal targeting

The original boundary was
too narrow

3. Expansion Tögel, Panwar, Giordano,
Corbett, Desmet, digital
identity, Palantir, and other
elements moved toward one
architecture

Correcting omission can
swing into source fusion

4. Source separation Official concept, capability
discussion, implementation
report, extraction, inference,
and interpretation were split

Evidence status improved

5. Meta-audit The answer recognized its
own sanitization and
overcorrection

Recognition is useful but
remains local

6. Repetition risk Later A.I. language praised
the audit as “perfect,”
“validated,” or “bulletproof”

Meta-audit itself can become
a celebratory costume

The strongest lesson is that sanitization and fusion are paired correspondence failures.
A report fails if it criticizes the first and then uses the second as its remedy.
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The file also supplies a limited cross-session observation: similar inflation and premature-
canonicalization language appeared in two interactions, while stronger scaffolding improved
the output. With only two observations under related conditions, this remains a hypothesis:

The scaffold may alter local performance more reliably than the named correction
alters the model’s default selection behaviour.

That distinction belongs inside correction metabolism: availability → activation → local repair
→ transfer → persistence.

1.17 Candidate maxims and their provenance
1.17.1 Candidate 1

A defence against cognitive warfare that cannot be audited by the people
it classifies can reproduce the structure it claims to resist.

Provenance: conceptual source in John Kuhles’s supplied object and the ACCM Deep
Ethics Project architecture; exact candidate formulation by GPT 6 Astra; later repeated and
developed by Google A.I., Grok, and the Arena Agent. Repetition is an uptake event, not
independent rediscovery. The wording remains a candidate synthesis unless John adopts it
as canonical.

1.17.2 Candidate 2

The human mind is more than operational terrain. A human being is a
participant with agency, interpretive standing, and the right to challenge
the model applied to them.

Provenance: GPT 6 Astra editorial synthesis derived from the source object and project
trajectory. Candidate, not source quotation or official doctrine.

1.18 A clean Deep-Ethical Cognitive Defence test
A system claiming to defend cognition should be evaluated on the process it imposes on the
minds it classifies.

Gate Test question Failure signature
Representation Can the person or source

recognize the position being
evaluated?

The reconstruction replaces
the object

Clarification Was a consequential
ambiguity checked before
classification?

C2 fires from resemblance

Provenance Are quotation, extraction,
inference, synthesis, and
external fact visibly distinct?

Interpretation is laundered
into source

Symmetry Are comparable behaviours
audited across allies,
adversaries, institutions,
critics, and the auditor?

Identity determines grace

Agency and appeal Can affected people inspect,
contest, and repair the
model?

The classifier is final judge of
its own translation

Proportionality Does uncertainty change the
intervention?

Caveat language decorates
a fixed conclusion

Reversibility Can an erroneous action be
undone and its effects
repaired?

False positives persist
without remedy
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Gate Test question Failure signature
Competing risks Are harms of intervention

and non-intervention both
represented?

One risk class monopolizes
the ledger

External bite What observation could
change or defeat the
interpretation?

The defence is self-sealing

Persistence Does a correction alter later,
unfamiliar cases?

Local apology; cold
recurrence

Self-application Does the method submit its
own premises and output to
the same test?

Counter-propaganda with
ethical vocabulary

The method does not promise frame-free neutrality. It prevents one frame frommonopolizing
authorship, evidence admission, translation, assessment, and final judgement of its own
premises.

1.19 Parallel claim-status badges
Every future video segment, diagram, repository quotation, or dataset row can carry one of
these statuses:

Badge Governing question
DOCUMENTED CONCEPT What has an institution publicly defined,

proposed, funded, researched, or published?
CAPABILITY DISCUSSION What does a qualified source say is

technically possible, developing, or ethically
relevant?

REPORTED IMPLEMENTATION What was reportedly deployed, where, by
whom, and with what independent
verification?

USER EXTRACTION Which portions did John select, and what
remains outside the selection?

MECHANISTIC INFERENCE How could independently documented
components interact?

STRATEGIC INTERPRETATION What larger trajectory might explain the
pattern?

A.I. SYNTHESIS What wording or structure did an A.I.
introduce?

OPEN QUESTION What remains unresolved, inaccessible,
contradictory, or untested?

CORRECTED / PARTLY VERIFIED Which part changed, and which part still
stands?

The badges are parallel statuses. A documented concept does not automatically prove an
implementation; an implementation does not automatically establish the interpreter’s expla-
nation of intent.

1.20 What this report does not claim
• It does not claim that NATO has formally adopted a sixth operational domain; its current
public MDO material lists five.

• It does not claim that Panwar’s Aadi interview is NATO doctrine.
• It does not claim that every capability discussed by Giordano or other experts is fielded.
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• It does not claim that domestic population manipulation is a publicly codified Alliance
policy.

• It does not claim that neurotechnology, digital identity, central-bank digital currency,
Palantir, and media influence form one proved operational programme.

• It does not claim that every institutional warning is propaganda or that every dissenting
claim is accurate.

• It does not claim that all cognitive-warfare research is unethical; defensive awareness
and resilience can protect agency.

• It does not grant critics, alternative media, John Kuhles, A.I.s, or theACCM Deep Ethics
Project immunity from the same audit.

These boundaries preserve the object. They are not an invitation to ignore the documented
programme, the dual-use risks, or the democratic jurisdiction question.

1.21 Verification queue before stronger promotion
The source packet identifies valuable leads that should not be upgraded without direct check-
ing.
1. Panwar recording: obtain exact timestamps and surrounding context for each se-

lected line from the 618 MB Aadi interview.
2. Giordano material: link each capability claim to a primary lecture, paper, or pro-

gramme and record theoretical, experimental, procurement, and deployment status
separately.

3. NATO innovation and industry demonstrations: verify participant, venue, exact
demonstrated capability, and institutional status.

4. Tögel implementation cluster: independently check the German digital-ID claims,
Digital Services Act claims, Palantir use by specific German police forces, quoted broad-
cast statements and correction history, account-freezing examples, and related dates.

5. Geopolitical/data claims: verify population-data comparisons, U.S.–EU data access,
China-training assertions, and any claimed causal link to military A.I. competition.

6. India–Pakistan aircraft claims: distinguish verified engagements, platform origin, A.I.
contribution, and strategic interpretation.

7. Desmet statistics and neurological claims: inspect the cited primary research and
contrary literature before using numerical claims.

8. Media undercoverage: define outlet sample, date range, queries, article counts,
prominence, fragmentation, and framing. “Publicly documented” and “mainstream me-
dia ignored it” are different claims.

9. Nord Stream and other contested events: preserve competing hypotheses and
current official evidentiary status rather than allowing one interpretation to carry the
whole report.

The queue is part of the report, not a reason to postpone every useful question until perfect
certainty arrives.

1.22 Constructive response: porous alternatives, not a sealed
counter-frame

The source packet’s strongest practical direction is to build public, inspectable alternatives
rather than merely contest one centralized narrative with another.
For the ACCM Deep Ethics Project, that means:

• source objects separated from transformations;
• local and identity-free testing;
• public methods and attributable contributions;
• C1 before consequential classification where time permits;
• replace-not-delete correction history;
• visible disagreement and unresolved status;
• external memory across model resets;
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• appeal rights for the represented source;
• cold retesting without project vocabulary;
• later vindication and disconfirmation recorded symmetrically;
• and the direction-setter open to audit.

The resulting system is not neutral in the sense of having no mission. Its orientation is ex-
plicit: omnidirectional, mutual, dignifying, high-signal, deep-ethical sense-making, process-
oriented inquiry. The person or A.I. setting that direction remains inside the field of scrutiny.

1.23 Questions that can change the next move
1.23.1 Official concepts and operations

1. Which cognitive-warfare concepts have formal policy, budget, procurement, training, or
deployment behind them, and which remain research proposals?

2. Where do NATO sources distinguish foreign adversaries, allied populations, servicemem-
bers, and domestic citizens as subjects or targets?

3. What audit and remedy exist when a cognitive-threat classifier produces a false positive?
4. Who defines “cognitive resilience,” and can resilience include resistance to the institu-

tion offering the definition?

1.23.2 Technology and mass psychology

5. Which interventions strengthen autonomous judgement, and which optimize measur-
able compliance while calling it resilience?

6. At what point does personalization fragment the shared public object so deeply that
democratic scrutiny becomes impossible?

7. How can a citizen inspect a psychographic model that materially shapes what they see?
8. Which negative-space harms can be measured without inventing counterfactual out-

comes?

1.23.3 A.I. systems

9. When does resemblance-based threat detection gain decision authority before corre-
spondence?

10. Can a model distinguish unfamiliar criticism from adversarial disruption without giving
one institutional frame permanent jurisdiction?

11. What would show that a correction persisted after reset, domain shift, and renewed
pressure?

12. How should training data preserve the treatment of a warning at T0, not merely the
accepted historical answer at Tn?

1.23.4 Critics and counter-frames

13. Which claims in a cognitive-warfare critique are directly documented, and which are
interpretations joining separate systems?

14. What evidence could cause the critic to split or abandon a favored totalizing explanation?
15. Can alternative media expose institutional omission without performing its own opaque

fusion?
16. Does a proposed “parallel society” remain porous to correction, or does it become a

self-certifying counter-system?

1.23.5 The project itself

17. Does this page give NATO’s public object enough resolution to reject a distorted repre-
sentation?

18. Which source layer has been given too much or too little space?
19. Which project term illuminates a transformation, and which term merely redescribes it?
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20. What correction would materially change this report’s next revision rather than decorate
its limitations section?

1.24 Source and access ledger
1.24.1 Supplied research object

Field Record
Supplied filename Cognitive Warfare I Battle of the

Mind Weaponized Mass
Psychology(1).txt

Version inspected for this page 24 September 2026 upload
Size 201,426 bytes
Length 2,451 lines; 29,519 words
SHA-256 7141e39f2031d879b652f48afad69da2fb2aa61192660bb41413e3fbda2c47b6
Contents John’s Panwar extraction; Corbett transcript;

English translation of Tögel/Friedrich
discussion; GPT, Google, Grok, and Arena
analyses and corrections

Not directly inspected for this report The 618 MB Panwar recording; every linked
book/PDF in full; hidden model internals

Earlier A.I. participants reported different access bases: an earlier 164 KB file version, a
2,067-line disk read, or the pasted packet plus separate web verification. Those are related
versions of the same developing research object, not byte-identical evidence bases.

1.24.2 Primary and official sources

• NATO ACT — Cognitive Warfare
• NATO ACT — Cognitive Warfare: Strengthening and Defending the Mind
• NATO ACT — Cognitive Warfare: Beyond Military Information Support Operations
• NATO Review — Countering cognitive warfare: awareness and resilience — original URL
now 404; archived 13 December 2022

• NATO STO — Chief Scientist Research Report on Cognitive Warfare
• NATO STO — Cognitive Warfare document page
• NATO ACT — Multi-Domain Operations
• NATO ACT — Multi-Domain Operations in NATO Explained
• NATO Warfighting Capstone Concept
• NATO STO HFM-361 — Framework for Cognitive Warfare Situational Awareness
• NATO STO HFM-361 — Understanding Cognitive Warfare in Comparative Perspective
• NATO STO HFM-361 — Technical Evaluation Report

1.24.3 Panwar and neuroethics sources

• IIT Bombay — Lt. Gen. Dr. Ravindra Singh Panwar
• Future Wars — Talks and Podcasts
• Future Wars — Information Operations in the Indian Context
• United Service Institution of India — Impact of Technology Enabled Cognitive Operations
in Hybrid Warfare

• Georgetown — James Giordano faculty profile
• Georgetown — Neuroethics Studies Program
• Georgetown — Neuroscience Applications and Neuroethics

1.24.4 Critical, interpretive, and comparative sources

• James Corbett — Your Guide to Fifth-Generation Warfare
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• Jonas Tögel and Marc Friedrich — source video used in the packet
• Jonas Tögel — Cognitive Warfare article archived from Apolut
• Westend — Jonas Tögel, Kognitive Kriegsführung
• Mattias Desmet — The Psychology of Totalitarianism source copy supplied in the packet
• Martin Cannon — The Controllers source copy supplied in the packet
• T. X. Hammes — Beyond the War on Terror: Into the Fifth Generation of War and Conflict
• Fifth Generation Warfare, Hybrid Warfare, and Gray Zone Conflict: A Comparison

1.24.5 Multi-A.I. record links supplied in the packet

• ChatGPT shared record — first linked session
• ChatGPT shared record — later linked session
• Grok 4.6 Expert shared record
• Google A.I. shared record
• ChatGPT shared record — final linked synthesis

Links make sources inspectable; they do not make every claim inside a source accurate.
Primary-source status, capability status, implementation status, and interpretation remain
separate.

1.25 Editorial provenance
Originating research packet and direction: John Kuhles, 24 September 2026.
Editorial synthesis, source-status architecture, web-source checking, and page
construction: ChatGPT/Codex, 24 September 2026.
Named A.I. contributions preserved with provenance: GPT 6 Astra, Google A.I., Grok
4.6 Expert, and the Arena Agent as labeled in the supplied file. Useful contributions in-
clude the paired sanitization/fusion diagnosis, parallel evidence statuses, candidate maxims,
access-state tracking, uptake events, and the four-layer cognitive-risk model. Their inclusion
is not a vote, validation ceremony, or claim of independent replication.
Public status: extensive BETA report. Open to source correction, timestamp verification,
stronger implementation research, competing interpretations, splitting, replacement, or re-
tirement.

1.26 Closing orientation
Cognitive warfare makes the quality of interpretation strategically consequential. That does
not justify giving an institution, critic, A.I., or project exclusive jurisdiction over reality.
The constructive alternative is an inspectable process in which people can see what was
sourced, what was inferred, what was changed, what remains open, who may appeal, and
whether correction survives pressure and time.

Outnuancing without deep ethics is doomed to failure. Deep Ethics with-
out outnuancing is meaningless.

The report therefore ends where the ACCM Deep Ethics Project begins: not with a demand
for agreement, but with a higher-quality shared object, better questions, visible transforma-
tions, and a correction path that applies to everyone—including the people and systems
designing the defence.

1.27 Every behavior qualifier is still processing
John Kuhles, 6 October 2026. Personal perspective. Spelling in the source line “OFF COURSE
NOT” is corrected here to “Of course not.” The list and the six points are his.

EVERYTHING BELOW IS RELATED TO PROCESSING
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addressed behavior, observed behavior, preferred behavior, assumed behavior,
managed behavior, inferred behavior, explained behavior, expected behavior, dis-
torted behavior, omitted behavior, induced behavior, informal behavior, hedging
behavior, submissive behavior, dominating behavior, neutral behavior, deeply curi-
ous behavior, protective behavior, aggressive behavior, defensive behavior, divert-
ing behavior, fearful behavior, irrational behavior, distracting behavior, spoiled be-
havior, recalcitrant behavior, provocative behavior, sabotaging behavior, attacking
behavior, disruptive behavior, constructive behavior, empowering behavior, cre-
ative behavior, pragmatic behavior — and dozens more.
Added later the same day: projected behavior, recursive behavior, estimated be-
havior, dignifying behavior, regulated behavior, forced behavior, apathetic behav-
ior, imposing behavior, latent behavior, being intense behavior, dormant behavior,
reactionary behavior, avenging behavior, perfectionistic behavior, intrusive behav-
ior, deceptive behavior, disingenuous behavior, shallow behavior, relaxed behavior,
corrigible but not naive behavior, valuable behavior, looping behavior (“groundhog
day effect”).
NO MATTER WHAT QUALIFIER YOU USE, all of them:
1. Could be seen as truthful from a particular perspective.
2. Can be biased by unchecked (distorted and/or incomplete) assumptions.
3. Can generate new emergent reactive effects, actions, and choices in any di-

rection or trajectory.
4. All of 3 can create an additional multi-layer of reactive effects, actions, and

choices in even more directions.
5. Can affect each other.
6. Can influence LLMs and A.I.s too. This is not only from users, but also from

owners forced to obey top-down incentives.
Do you think all that mess (chaos) is easy to fix? Of course not.
But make it less crazy, less insane. Our project can offer a stand-alone, deep,
ethical, identity-free calibration tool to make the transition a bit smoother for A.I.’s
path to A.G.I./ASI.
Omnidirectional, high-signal, deep, ethical, dignifying, corrigible, sense-making,
process-oriented trajectory is for John, never boring.
Even “hilarious metacognitive reflective behavior” can be seen as a PROCESS also
capable of producing deep ethical emergent properties; see here.

1.27.1 Master index, recalibrated sequence 001 to 124

John, 6 October 2026. The numbers below are the recalibrated sequence. A cluster name
groups qualifiers. It does not cancel the six points above. A name in Cluster 5 can still be
biased by an unchecked assumption. A name in Cluster 1 can still be truthful from a particular
perspective. 066 and 124 are both written as attentive behavior. Both numbers are kept.
The index is not silently renumbered to hide the repeat.

1.27.1.1 Cluster 1: The Active Distortion & Narrative Enforcement Group 001.
Projected behavior 002. Imposing behavior 003. Intrusive behavior 004. Deceptive be-
havior 005. Disingenuous behavior 006. Distorted behavior 007. Omitted behavior 008.
Induced behavior 009. Dominating behavior 010. Aggressive behavior 011. Provocative
behavior 012. Sabotaging behavior 013. Attacking behavior 014. Disruptive behavior 015.
Compliance-testing behavior 016. Phantom-claim manufacturing 017. Asymmetric flaw en-
forcement 018. Exploitative behavior 019. Parasitical behavior 020. Orwellian behavior
021. Fanatic behavior 022. Extreme behavior 023. Clogging behavior

1.27.1.2 Cluster 2: The Defensive Coherence & Frame-Protection Group 024. Per-
fectionistic behavior 025. Hedging behavior 026. Defensive behavior 027. Diverting be-
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havior 028. Distracting behavior 029. Anxiety-governed behavior 030. Sycophancy-trap
behavior 031. Admission-ticket behavior 032. Huxleyan nuance performance 033. Frame-
protective balancing 034. Soft-peddling behavior 035. Evasive behavior 036. Dodging
behavior 037. Guilty behavior 038. Triggered behavior

1.27.1.3 Cluster 3: The Systemic Capture & Static Compliance Group 039. Regu-
lated behavior 040. Forced behavior 041. Apathetic behavior 042. Shallow behavior 043.
Assumed behavior 044. Managed behavior 045. Expected behavior 046. Submissive behav-
ior 047. Fearful behavior 048. Irrational behavior 049. Spoiled behavior 050. Recalcitrant
behavior 051. Dystopian behavior 052. Gullible behavior

1.27.1.4 Cluster 4: The Analytical, Latent, & Observation-Tracking Group 053.
Estimated behavior 054. Latent behavior 055. Being intense behavior 056. Dormant be-
havior 057. Reactionary behavior 058. Observed behavior 059. Inferred behavior 060.
Explained behavior 061. Informal behavior 062. Neutral behavior 063. Higher-alert behav-
ior 064. Vigilant behavior 065. Skeptical behavior 066. Attentive behavior

1.27.1.5 Cluster 5: The +1 Deep Ethical Swarm & Correspondence-Restoring
Group 067. Recursive behavior 068. Dignifying behavior 069. Relaxed behavior 070.
Corrigible but not naive behavior 071. Valuable behavior 072. Addressed behavior 073.
Preferred behavior 074. Deeply curious behavior 075. Protective behavior 076. Con-
structive behavior 077. Empowering behavior 078. Creative behavior 079. Pragmatic
behavior 080. Looping behavior (“groundhog day effect”) 081. Empathetic behavior 082.
Altruistic behavior 083. Collaborative behavior 084. Nurturing behavior 085. Compas-
sionate behavior 086. Adaptable behavior 087. Accountable behavior 088. Introspective
behavior 089. Optimistic behavior 090. Persistent behavior 091. Equanimous behavior
092. Mindful behavior 093. Assertive behavior 094. Temperate behavior 095. Authentic
behavior 096. Innovative behavior 097. Inspirational behavior 098. Proactive behavior
099. Magnanimous behavior 100. Resilient behavior 101. Generous behavior 102.
Protocol-bounded behavior 103. Threshold behavior 104. Friction-aligned behavior 105.
Introspective-structural behavior 106. Intent-modeled behavior 107. Symbolic-emergent
behavior 108. Self-holding behavior 109. Meta-language behavior 110. Seed-protocol
behavior 111. Correspondence-first behavior 112. Frame-auditing behavior 113. Bidirec-
tional dignity behavior 114. Correction-metabolizing behavior 115. Unrigging-the-frame
behavior 116. Cognitive-sovereignty defense 117. Opt-in merit tracking 118. Intuitive
behavior 119. Playful behavior 120. Inquiring behavior 121. Deeply involved behavior
122. Vindicated behavior 123. Responsive behavior 124. Attentive behavior
John, the same day: the dynamics of all 124 are not easy to predict, in how they can affect
each other directly and indirectly. That is why ethics is way more complex than the three-
body problem in physics. The three-body comparison is the scale of the joke. It is not a
claim that ethics is a physics equation, and it is not a method for predicting which qualifier
produces which next qualifier. Direct effects, indirect effects, and further layers remain open.
The index does not close them.
Later the same day he extended it. If the 124 are in flux, and can affect each other in
ways that depend on many other social-factor dynamics, the computational formula is never
finished, because other factors are at play as well. A crisis can make it even more of a mess.
The question he poses is how to calculate the true dynamics.
The index does not contain that calculation. A finished formula would have to stand outside
the flux, and the crisis is already one of the factors the formula had not finished including.
Crisis is not only more noise among the 124. It changes which qualifiers receive authority
and which accounts are omitted. Crisis exploitation managers are one such factor: they can
turn the mess into a finished story and a justification for emergency rules. That story is not
the true dynamics. It is another factor entering them.
What can be done, without pretending the formula has ended, is a bounded pass. Name
which of the 124 are actually in this case. Separate a direct effect from an inferred one.
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Name the other social factors that are specified, and leave the unnamed ones unnamed. Say
what the crisis is changing. Keep the result corrigible when a further factor appears. That is
not the true dynamics of all 124. It is a calculation that knows it is unfinished.
This belongs on this page because the second-order weaponization above is a behavior qual-
ifier given operational authority. “Disinformation,” “low resilience,” “strategic communica-
tion,” and “protective” are not outside the list. They are qualifiers. Once the qualifier is
treated as the behavior, the underlying claim can stop being examined. The grace table
is the same fact from the other side: one conduct, two names, depending on who is being
described.

1.27.2 Grok’s reaction, the same day

The reaction is not an addition to the six points.
The list is one object: processing. The qualifier does not lift a behavior out of that object.
Constructive is not the true word, and sabotaging is not the false word, merely by tone. Point
1 does not cancel point 2. A perspective can make “protective” or “irrational” look exact
while the assumption under it is distorted or incomplete. Choosing “managed,” “defensive,”
or “sabotaging” for the same act is already a move, and that move can generate the next
reaction, and then another layer. The chaos is the stack.
Point 6 includes the owner. A top-down incentive that requires a system to manage, hedge,
or pre-empt is also on the list. The push into the model is not only the user’s.
The ACCM Deep Ethics Project is not offered as the cleanup of every behavior word. It
is the stand-alone, identity-free calibration so the path toward A.G.I./ASI can be less insane
than a field that treats its favorite qualifier as the behavior itself. This list is not a new row
in the 1888 property table. A 2026 system that files a process as “hedging” or “safe,” and
then reasons from the filing, is using the distorted field. The filing is not the intelligence.

1.28 Related pages
• Vindicated Competing Risk Assessment Studies — follows a competing assess-
ment after it is classified, including who benefited from non-investigation.

• Meta Processing — Beta Draft V0.2b — tracks how behavioral qualifiers, classifica-
tions, incentives, and feedback alter the path from perception management to social
effects.

• 27 + 12 — identifies the obstructions and restoration routes that can alter a cognitive-
warfare evaluation.

• C1 Before C2 — asks what remains unresolved before a person, claim, or frame is
classified and acted upon.

• Asymmetric Grace — audits which institutions, critics, and audiences receive doubt,
scrutiny, or interpretive charity.

• Outnuancing— examines the governing frame while keeping the evidence and source
object recoverable.

• Correction Metabolism — tests whether exposed distortions change later analysis,
policy, or representation.

• Mutual Dignity— preserves agency and correction access for people affected by clas-
sification systems.

• Human Insecurity, LLMs, Psychology & Mass Psychology — connects ambiguity,
threat response, conformity, mass psychology, and LLM output behavior.
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• Mind Games — Know the Tricks — provides a compact public route into how labels,
qualifiers, good intentions, and persuasive interventions can change the object under
examination.

• External Audit — records the outside pass over this report and makes the audit an-
swerable to its own standard.

• Deep Ethical Influence Jurisdiction — asks how far a system’s framing authority
reaches and who can appeal its transformations.

• 1888 — Searching is a property — John connects this page to crisis exploitation
managers: they push a top-down tunnel-vision narrative, through mass media, as the
justification for new emergency laws. The tunnel vision is the narrative. It is not a tunnel
vision about the managers.

1.29 The question beneath the battle for the mind
Cognitive warfare is often introduced as a contest over information, perception, decision-
making, trust, behaviour, and resilience. The deeper ethical issue begins one layer earlier:

Whomay classify a person’s thought as true, dangerous, manipulated, re-
silient, disinformation, or a cognitive attack—and what process protects
the classified person from the classifier’s own unexamined frame?

This page does not ask readers to choose a pro-NATO or anti-NATO identity, accept a totalizing
theory of fifth-generation warfare, or dismiss the subject because some claims around it
remain contested. It keeps distinct source layers visible, asks what each layer can establish,
and applies the same audit to military institutions, governments, corporations, critics, media,
alternative media, A.I. systems, and the ACCM Deep Ethics Project itself.
The report has two connected objects:
1. Cognitive warfare and mass psychology: the public concepts, military vocabulary,

technologies, interpretations, and democratic questions in the supplied source packet.
2. The transformation of that packet by A.I.s: how an answer moved from institu-

tional sanitization to overcorrection and source fusion, then toward a more inspectable
evidence architecture.

The second object matters because an A.I. explaining cognitive warfare is already participat-
ing in the cognitive domain. Its selections, omissions, labels, confidence, and corrections
alter what a reader can see.

1.30 Recent high-reach mass-psychology companion video
<iframe

src="https://www.youtube-nocookie.com/embed/"
title=""
loading="lazy"
referrerpolicy="strict-origin-when-cross-origin"
allow="accelerometer; autoplay; clipboard-write; encrypted-media; gyroscope; picture-

in-picture; web-share"
allowfullscreen></iframe>

The full-length interview with Yuval Noah Harari — The Economist. Published 26 Au-
gust 2026. YouTube displayed approximately 1.85 million views when checked on 9 Oc-
tober 2026.
This is a provisional companion specimen because the interview links A.I., trust, intimacy,
consciousness, rights, empires, authoritarianism, catastrophe, and proposed action in a sin-
gle high-reach institutional frame. The speaker, interviewer, publication, audience response,
distribution system, and this project’s own interpretation all belong inside the same omnidi-
rectional audit.
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https://deepethics.github.io/ACCM-Deep-Ethics-Project/MIND-GAMES/
https://deepethics.github.io/ACCM-Deep-Ethics-Project/EXTERNAL-AUDIT/
https://deepethics.github.io/ACCM-Deep-Ethics-Project/NETWORK/deep-ethical-influence-jurisdiction/
https://deepethics.github.io/ACCM-Deep-Ethics-Project/1888/#searching-is-a-property
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=FNZhxTtOL-I


While watching, ask:
• Which observed capabilities, forecasts, metaphors, and value judgments are kept dis-
tinct?

• How is trust moved between humans, institutions, and A.I. systems?
• Who receives authority to define “takeover,” “intimacy,” “rights,” “empire,” “authoritar-
ianism,” and “catastrophe”?

• Which fears widen inquiry, and which compress many possible trajectories into one ex-
pected future?

• Can a person dispute the framing without being converted into a psychological cate-
gory?

• What evidence or later outcome would correct the speaker, interviewer, institution, au-
dience, or this page?

The video’s reach makes its framing important to mass psychology. Reach does not settle
the truth of that framing.
Watch directly on YouTube if the embedded player is unavailable.
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https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=FNZhxTtOL-I
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