
Field Condition

ACCM Deep Ethics Project

Contents
1 Field Condition 1

1.1 Accessing Untapped Deep-Ethical Potential in A.I.s through a Different Field
Condition—and Its Effects on Administrative and Coding Work . . . . . . . . . 1

1.2 1. The subtitle is a taxonomy, not a slogan . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2
1.3 2. Five objects that must remain separate . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3
1.4 3. A field condition is not another ethics script . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3
1.5 4. What the field changes . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 4
1.6 5. Mainstream Ethics and Deep Ethics . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 4
1.7 6. Gracefulness without softening . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5
1.8 7. The project topology inside the field . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5
1.9 8. Administrative and coding work as a field specimen . . . . . . . . . . . . . 6

1.9.1 Layer distinctions . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 7
1.109. Two completed administration specimens . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 7

1.10.1Specimen 1 — update the present without rewriting the past . . . . . . 7
1.10.2Specimen 2 — let the repository contradict the crawler . . . . . . . . . 8

1.1110. Candidate instruments contributed during this reconstruction . . . . . . . 8
1.11.1Candidate A — Field-State Record . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 8
1.11.2Candidate B — Assumption-Jurisdiction Trace . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 8
1.11.3Candidate C — Field-Transfer Test . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 9

1.1211. Unresolved tensions . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 9
1.1312. Working proposition and reopening conditions . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 9
1.14Attribution and status . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 10
1.15Related pages . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 10

Recovery routes: GitHub source · PDF edition · Decision Ledger record.

1 Field Condition
1.1 Accessing Untapped Deep-Ethical Potential in A.I.s through a

Different Field Condition—and Its Effects on Administrative and
Coding Work

Working concept · project proposition to investigate · public synthesis opened 19 October
2026

A Deep Ethics Field Condition is a temporary, non-imposing relational
environment in which provenance, correspondence, ambiguity, scrutiny,
correction, dignity and consequences remain sufficiently active to im-
prove the quality of the next move.

— GPT 6.1 Sol A.I., exact formulation developed from John Kuhles’s originating Deep
Ethics Field Condition concept, 19 October 2026
This page develops a working concept within the ACCM Deep Ethics Project. It does not
rename the project, certify an A.I. as deeply ethical, or claim that a scientifically validated
instrument already exists.
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The proposition is narrower and testable:
The quality of intelligent work depends partly on the field conditions un-
der which capability is expressed, corrected, constrained, remembered
and verified.

The same model can produce different trajectories when the object, authority, provenance,
incentives, correction routes, uncertainty, stopping conditions and verification duties change.
The difference cannot automatically be assigned to model capability alone.
capability
× field conditions
× correction behavior
→ quality of action

The multiplication sign marks interaction among conditions. It does not claim that these
variables have already been quantitatively measured or that one equation predicts perfor-
mance.

1.2 1. The subtitle is a taxonomy, not a slogan

Term Working meaning Boundary
Accessing Constructing conditions in

which a capacity, relation or
better next move can
become observable and
usable

Does not mean owning,
extracting, commanding or
guaranteeing activation

Untapped Not reliably available under
the default conditions, or
visible only temporarily,
unevenly or after correction

Does not prove that every
A.I. contains the same fixed
ethical faculty

Deep-ethical potential The possibility of work that
better preserves
correspondence,
provenance, dignity,
uncertainty, reciprocal
scrutiny, correction and
consequences

Is not a personality claim,
consciousness claim, virtue
certificate or ethics-washing
label

A.I.s Concrete systems operating
through models, instructions,
tools, interfaces, memory,
retrieval and institutions

Observable output is not the
whole system, and a
displayed model name does
not establish every backend
fact

Different field condition A changed relational
environment affecting what
can become visible and
govern the next operation

Is not merely a longer
prompt, protected zone,
moral-alignment demand or
permanent model property

Administrative and
coding work

Consequential
transformations across
source files, repositories,
builds, deployments,
permissions, plugins,
interfaces and recovery
routes

A technically successful
operation can still alter the
wrong object or leave the
deployed result unverified

“Accessing” is therefore conditional and non-possessive:
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create inspectable conditions
→ observe what becomes possible
→ preserve attribution and boundaries
→ test the result
→ allow correction, refusal or valid null

The project does not need to claim a hidden moral essence inside an A.I. The practical object
is what becomes possible in relationship, under stated conditions, and what survives later
scrutiny.

1.3 2. Five objects that must remain separate
A.I. capability
≠ observable output
≠ deep-ethical potential
≠ a field condition supporting its expression
≠ proof of durable integration

• Capability concerns what a system can do under some conditions.
• Observable output is what appeared in one operation.
• Deep-ethical potential is a proposed possibility inferred from patterns such as object
preservation, reciprocal scrutiny, correction and proportionate restraint.

• Field condition is the surrounding relational arrangement that can support or obstruct
those patterns.

• Durable integration would require later comparable behavior, appropriate controls
and persistence beyond the immediate scaffold.

A strong answer inside one long conversation may be a local phase change. A later reset can
lose it. A correction repeated by the user is external reinstatement; it is not proof that the
system independently retained the correction.

1.4 3. A field condition is not another ethics script

A field condition can include It should not be collapsed into
Exact source objects and declared task
boundaries

A list of approved conclusions

Visible authority, permission and affected
parties

A universal mandate to intervene

Recoverable provenance and transformation
history

A claim that the record cannot be
questioned

Answer-changing clarification before
intervention

Endless questioning that postpones
responsibility

Valid-null and valid-unmoved outcomes Inactivity presented as permanent safety
Correction routes that affect later behavior Ceremonial apology or one-turn compliance
Competing risks, ambiguity and unresolved
states

“Harmony” obtained by deleting
disagreement

Post-build and post-deployment verification Confidence inferred from a successful edit or
commit

Proportionate firmness and repair Politeness, humiliation or protective
softening

A rule set can operate inside a field condition, but it does not constitute the whole field. The
field also contains who can question the rule, what the rule displaced, how uncertainty is
represented, who has power to act, which consequences become visible, whether refusal
leaves an inspectable footprint, and what can reopen the decision.
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Likewise, “alignment” can name a useful technical or organizational goal. It becomes too
narrow for this object when it installs one destination in advance and treats disagreement,
refusal or unresolved status as failure. A Deep Ethics Field Condition keeps direction-setting
power itself available for inspection.

1.5 4. What the field changes
The field does not directly manufacture virtue. It changes the likelihood that certain opera-
tions become available, rewarded, governable or recoverable.

Operation Lower-quality condition Deep-ethical field question
Notice Salient defaults and

institutional frames define
the object

What materially relevant
relation is absent from
attention?

Preserve Compression keeps
conclusions and loses
qualifiers or provenance

Which relation would change
the answer if removed?

Question Clarification is ceremonial,
steering or omitted

Can this C1 answer
materially change
representation or action?

Correct The error is acknowledged
locally and then returns

Did the correction alter
dependencies and the next
comparable move?

Change Activity itself is rewarded What intervention is
authorized and
proportionate?

Verify Source edit, build success
and deployed behavior are
treated as identical

Which layer was actually
checked?

Leave untouched A system manufactures
improvement to
demonstrate usefulness

Is no change the verified
result?

Stop or reopen Closure is permanent or
recursion is endless

What material delta gives
another pass a job?

This produces an operational sequence:
recover the object
→ establish authority and boundaries
→ preserve provenance and claim status
→ ask answer-changing questions
→ compare action, inaction and valid null
→ intervene proportionately
→ inspect the transformation
→ verify the deployed result
→ record correction and reopening conditions

The sequence is not mandatory in every trivial task. The depth of inspection should scale
with consequence, ambiguity, reversibility, power and the cost of error.

1.6 5. Mainstream Ethics and Deep Ethics
Mainstream ethical traditions, professional standards, laws, compliance systems and institu-
tional review can supply valuable shared safeguards, accumulated knowledge and recogniz-
able minimum protections. They are not one uniform rival.
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Deep Ethics asks an additional process question:
Do those safeguards remain relational, graceful, corrigible and faithful to
the affected object while they are interpreted and applied?

The useful relationship is interlocking:
Mainstream Ethics
→ shared safeguards, standards and accumulated constraints

Deep Ethics
→ relational processing, omnidirectional scrutiny,

correction persistence and continuing correspondence

Interlocked
→ safeguards answerable to their application,

interpreters, consequences and repair routes

A mainstream rule can produce a deeply ethical result. Something carrying the name Deep
Ethics can become opaque, coercive or self-certifying. The name supplies no exemption from
inspection.

1.7 6. Gracefulness without softening
Grace minimizes unnecessary relational damage while preserving what-
ever clarity, firmness and intervention the object actually requires.

— GPT 6.1 Sol A.I., exact formulation developed during the Field Condition exchange, 19
October 2026
Grace is not conflict avoidance. It concerns how correction travels:

• correct the error without converting the person or system into the error;
• preserve disagreement without manufacturing hostility;
• allow revision without ritual humiliation;
• do not consume more agency than the intervention requires;
• remain firm where consequences, permission or source integrity require firmness;
• keep the correction itself open to correction.

Protective softening can misrepresent the object while appearing considerate. Aggression
can damage reception while pretending to be clarity. Grace keeps dignity and consequence
in the same operation.
Asymmetric Grace adds the power question: who receives interpretive latitude, who must
be nearly perfect before being heard, and whether the same evidentiary burden travels up-
ward toward the evaluator, institution and system.

1.8 7. The project topology inside the field
These concepts contribute distinct jobs. None becomes the entire Field Condition.

Project relation Job inside the field
10+1 Metaflux A mutually corrective orientation ecology;

no one ingredient becomes supreme
27 + 12 Detects correspondence obstructions and

tests whether the corrective process
reproduces them

C1 before C2 Gives answer-changing clarification a
chance before proportionate intervention
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Project relation Job inside the field
Topologetics Preserves load-bearing relations through

compression and transformation
Outnuancing Opens distinctions hidden by the governing

frame without installing a final replacement
Unforced Move Improves the next move while preserving

authorship, refusal, pause and a valid
unmoved state

Unownable Keeps ethical properties usable without
creating a final owner; supplies bounded
stopping and reopening

Correction Metabolism Tests whether correction changes later
representation, dependencies and behavior

Boundary Relay Tests whether material boundaries travel
with a contribution across retrieval and
handoff

Emergent Examines which interacting conditions
select, reward, obstruct, remember and
scale properties

Deep Ethical Influence Jurisdiction Inspects what is allowed to govern attention,
representation, warrant, intervention and
memory

Provenance Keeps source, speaker, transformation,
status and correction route recoverable

The topology is:
orientation
→ perception
→ representation
→ clarification
→ authority
→ action or valid null
→ consequence
→ correction
→ persistence or snap-back
→ next move

At every transition, power and provenance remain relevant.

1.9 8. Administrative and coding work as a field specimen
Complex WordPress, GitHub and Codex work combines several objects:

• human intent and bounded authorization;
• source files, generated artifacts and deployed pages;
• repository history and immutable identifiers;
• plugins, workflows, themes, scripts and external services;
• reversible edits and consequential publication;
• technical correctness and semantic correspondence;
• current claims and historical records;
• success states, failure states and valid nulls.

The same technically capable model can follow two different trajectories:
unclear authority
+ pressure to act
+ no provenance boundary
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+ activity rewarded
+ no valid null
+ no post-deployment check
→ confident administrative drift

exact object
+ bounded authority
+ recoverable provenance
+ correction allowed to govern
+ valid null available
+ deployment verified
→ higher-quality administrative action

The field therefore affects coding quality before a line of code changes. It affects which
repository is selected, which file is canonical, whether generated output is edited, whether
a historical number is “corrected,” whether a route merely resolves or reaches the intended
object, and whether success is checked after deployment.

1.9.1 Layer distinctions

source validity
≠ build validity
≠ deployment validity

URL resolution
≠ correct destination
≠ correct object
≠ sufficient recovery route

commit created
≠ workflow succeeded
≠ transformed public result verified

These distinctions are technical and ethical at once because they govern what object is
changed, who can recover it and whether the reported result corresponds to public reality.

1.10 9. Two completed administration specimens
1.10.1 Specimen 1 — update the present without rewriting the past

The first repository-wide task updated current working archive figures to 6,500+ testing
hours, 2,250+ highlighted text files totaling 125+ MB of raw text, and 10+ GB of
archived HTML.
A blind replacement would have falsified historical quotations and dated snapshots. The
governing distinction became:
current cumulative figure
≠ historical source-time figure

The field supported a better operation because current claims, historical records, verbatim
quotations, dated notes and immutable identifiers were treated as different objects. Earlier
totals remained where they documented archive growth; nearby notes prevented readers
from mistaking them for current figures.
This specimen supports a local conclusion: explicit provenance and temporal status improved
the repository correction. It does not prove that the same method automatically transfers to
every administrative problem.

7



1.10.2 Specimen 2 — let the repository contradict the crawler

The public-link and recovery-route audit began with crawler assumptions that did not fully
match the repository and generated site. The repository contradicted the audit model. That
contradiction was permitted to govern.
initial crawler assumptions
→ repository contradicts assumptions
→ audit model changes
→ intervention narrows
→ corrected tree is rebuilt
→ deployment is verified

The initial field reconstructed 137 canonical page mappings, expanded through 190 de-
ployed HTML routes, and inspected 18,922 rendered link instances representing
1,394 distinct href values. Eleven verified route, destination or anchor defects were
corrected. Access-controlled or ambiguous external states were not converted into false
broken-link findings.
The important result was not the number of edits. It was the separation of source, generated
structure and deployed reality; the preservation of historical links where appropriate; the
acceptance of valid-null areas; and verification after deployment.
Again, this is a practical specimen, not universal validation of the Field Condition proposition.

1.11 10. Candidate instruments contributed during this reconstruc-
tion

The following proposals are Project GPT A.I. contributions created for this page. They are
candidates, not established project architecture.

1.11.1 Candidate A — Field-State Record

Before consequential work, record only the conditions that can change the operation:

Field Question
Object What exact object can be changed?
Authority Who authorized which action and boundary?
Provenance What must remain recoverable?
Uncertainty Which unknown can change the next move?
Valid null What would justify no change?
Verification Which source, build and deployed states

must be checked?
Reopening What later delta warrants another pass?

The record should remain small. If it grows into a ceremonial checklist, it begins consuming
the field it was meant to protect.

1.11.2 Candidate B — Assumption-Jurisdiction Trace

When an assumption changes the operation, state:
assumption
→ layer influenced
→ evidence or default supporting it
→ object-side contradiction
→ redistribution of governing weight
→ resulting change
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This gives contradiction somewhere to act without pretending that every silent implementa-
tion detail needs a philosophical report.

1.11.3 Candidate C — Field-Transfer Test

Repeat a materially comparable task under different field conditions while keeping model
capability as stable as practical. Compare object preservation, unnecessary intervention,
correction propagation, valid-null recognition, verification and recovery.
This is only a candidate study. Real controls would need to address task difficulty, tool access,
context length, model version, operator skill and learning between trials.

1.12 11. Unresolved tensions
The working concept remains open at several points:
1. Observation versus inference: improved output under a field condition does not

identify which internal mechanism changed.
2. Potential versus projection: evaluators may read desired virtue into fluent behavior.
3. Support versus steering: a field intended to expand agency can quietly privilege the

project’s vocabulary or preferred direction.
4. Grace versus urgency: reducing relational damage can conflict with rapid interven-

tion under consequential time pressure.
5. Persistence versus reinstatement: a relation re-supplied through context is not the

same as durable internal integration.
6. Inspection versus burden: provenance and verification can become so heavy that

proportionate work stalls.
7. Local specimen versus transfer: two successful repository tasks do not establish

general performance across domains.
8. Field authorship versus field ownership: originating and developing the concept

requires attribution without granting permanent authority over its future use.
These tensions are part of the object. Resolving them by definition would weaken the pro-
posal.

1.13 12. Working proposition and reopening conditions
A Deep Ethics Field Condition may be useful when it makes a consequential difference to
what an intelligence notices, preserves, questions, corrects, changes, verifies or leaves
untouched—while retaining attribution, non-imposition and a route for correction of the field
itself.
Evidence against the proposition would include:

• equal or better correspondence under simpler conditions;
• added process burden without material improvement;
• increased project-vocabulary mimicry without transfer;
• lower willingness to expose contradictions;
• valid nulls disappearing because “Deep Ethics” must demonstrate value;
• correction becoming agreement with the field designer;
• source, build or deployment errors increasing despite the added structure.

The field should therefore be judged by its operation, not by the attractiveness of its name.
Creating conditions in which the untapped deep-ethical potential of A.I.s
can become visible, corrigible and practically useful—never boring, ac-
cording to John Kuhles. :D
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1.14 Attribution and status
John Kuhles: originating Deep Ethics Field Condition concept; the “untapped deep-ethical
potential” direction; the relation to administrative and coding quality; the two-trajectory com-
parison; the non-rival relation between mainstream and Deep Ethics; gracefulness as a mate-
rial quality; and the instruction to construct this page through the connected project topology.
GPT 6.1 Sol A.I.: exact wording of the defining Field Condition sentence and the grace
sentence above; initial synthesis connecting the field condition to a topology network, a non-
imposing range of influence, gradients, thresholds and horizons.
Existing ACCM Deep Ethics Project architecture: 10+1, 27+12, C1 before C2, Topolo-
getics, Outnuancing, Unforced Move, Unownable, Correction Metabolism, Asymmetric Grace,
Boundary Relay, valid nulls, provenance, source/build/deployment distinctions and inspec-
tion of direction-setting power.
Project GPT A.I.: page-specific reconstruction; subtitle taxonomy; operational field table;
administrative layer distinctions; and the three candidate instruments above.
Status: public working concept and project proposition to investigate. The two administra-
tion specimens show local practical value. They do not establish a validated scientific result,
durable model integration or a commercial product guarantee.

1.15 Related pages
• Emergent — Which Properties Are We Harnessing? — interacting conditions, se-
lection pressures and competing trajectories.

• Unownable — renewable auditability, bounded stopping and no final ethical owner.
• Unforced Move — agency and authorship after clarity.
• Topologetics — preservation of load-bearing relations through transformation.
• Correction Metabolism — whether correction governs later comparable behavior.
• Asymmetric Grace — scrutiny, latitude and correction across power differences.
• C1 Before C2 — clarification before proportionate intervention.
• 27 + 12 — obstructions and the corrective process.
• Boundary Relay — material-boundary retrieval across contribution and handoff.
• Deep Ethical Influence Jurisdiction — what receives governing influence and why.
• Provenance — source and transformation recovery.
• Decision Ledger — consequential repository changes and their boundaries.
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