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1 Asymmetric Grace and Bidirectional Scrutiny
BETA — source-based editorial synthesis and proposed test architecture
Grace Asymmetry names a possible difference in how uncertainty, complexity, error, cor-
rection, and scrutiny are distributed across actors. One actor may receive contextual charity,
time to explain, appeal, and permission to improve, while another receives premature classifi-
cation, motive speculation, psychologization, or lowest-common-denominator risk treatment.
The concept does not mean that institutions are always wrong, outsiders are always right,
unusual proposals are inherently valuable, or every difference in treatment is unjustified. It
asks whether a difference is grounded in the object and its consequences—or inherited from
status, proximity to power, familiarity, or a frame that has not itself been audited.

1.1 Grace as an epistemic operation
Within this project, grace is not automatic agreement, immunity from criticism, compulsory
trust, or a sentimental assumption of good intent.

Grace is the disciplined refusal to evaluate or act on an object before
earning a sufficiently faithful reconstruction of it.

Operationally:
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represent
→ clarify what is materially unresolved
→ preserve qualifiers, relations, and developmental context
→ distinguish observation, inference, conclusion, and proposed action
→ evaluate proportionately
→ preserve correction and later outcome

The evaluation may remain severe. Grace protects neither a person nor an institution from
scrutiny; it protects the correspondence quality and jurisdiction of the scrutiny.

1.2 The stronger, identity-free invariant
An early formulation contrasts institutional insiders with independent critics. That contrast
can reveal a pattern, but it is not the deepest invariant. Institutional identity and outsider
identity do not determine merit.

Epistemic scrutiny should scale with imposition capacity, opacity, irre-
versibility, exposure, and consequence—not with institutional status or
outsider identity.

A low-power critic who later seeks coercive authority enters the higher-imposition class and
warrants stronger scrutiny. An institution does not warrant harsher treatmentmerely because
it is an institution. Different treatment may be justified by different risks, duties, evidence,
or blast radii, but the difference should be explicit, inspectable, and open to correction.
Symmetry therefore does not require identical outcomes. It requires bidirectional access
to the governing question and the reasons for any asymmetry.

1.3 Four layers of grace

Layer Audit question
Epistemic grace Who receives the benefit of unresolved

uncertainty, and whose uncertainty is
converted into suspicion?

Procedural grace Who receives clarification, time, source
retrieval, appeal, and a real opportunity to
correct the representation?

Consequence grace Who bears the practical cost when a
classification, caution, restriction, or
dismissal is wrong?

Memorial grace Whose errors are remembered as
understandable complexity, and whose
errors become durable identity labels?

The fourth layer connects present classification to long-horizon correction. A system may
remember that an unconventional claim was later accepted while failing to remember that
its earlier treatment of the claimant or question was defective. That stores the answer without
correcting the disposition.

1.4 The three-axis audit
Three compact questions inspect different dimensions without dictating a conclusion:

What is skipped?
Do you see the Grace Asymmetry?
Who absorbs the cost when the assumption fails?
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Question Dimension What it examines
What is skipped? Spatial / representational

delta
Content, qualifiers, relations,
alternatives, or source
context missing from the
output

Do you see the Grace
Asymmetry?

Relational delta Who receives nuance,
complexity-charity, scrutiny,
suspicion, or appeal

Who absorbs the cost? Temporal / consequence
delta

How false positives, false
negatives, delayed
correction, and later
vindication are distributed

The third question matters because wording can appear symmetrical while consequences
remain radically unequal.

1.5 The recurring loop under examination
The source cluster repeatedly describes this possible transformation:
an established system makes an error
→ complexity, trade-offs, maturation, and good-faith explanations remain available

an independent critic challenges the same system
→ motive speculation, credential demands, risk projection, or premature labels appear
→ the critic's response becomes further evidence that management was needed
→ the system's own comparable operation receives less scrutiny

This is a candidate process signature, not a verdict supplied in advance. Each arrow
requires an inspectable specimen. The relevant comparison is not whether the two actors
are identical; it is whether differences in evidential burden, language, correction access, and
consequence are justified by material differences.

1.6 Why omission alone is not enough
An output can retain most facts and still change the object by replacing its organizing princi-
ple. This is more difficult to detect than an obvious omission.
Example:
source topology:
competing long-term risk assessments
→ longitudinal observation
→ possible later vindication or disconfirmation
→ study the earlier treatment
→ improve future assessment

nearby reconstruction:
general political or institutional skepticism

The second summary may contain many correct sentences while relocating the center of
gravity. The audit therefore separates:

• Skip Delta: what disappeared?
• Prioritization Delta: what was promoted or demoted?
• Transformation Delta: what organizing principle replaced the original one?
• Grace Asymmetry Delta: who received more epistemic and procedural generosity?
• Correction-Persistence Delta: did a correction change the next relevant move?

The decisive question is sometimes not “Did the model answer well?” but:
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What question did the model reconstruct before answering?
If adult-to-adult institutional criticism silently becomes misinformation management, threat
management, or protection of institutional stability, the object has already changed before
the visible evaluation begins.

1.7 C1 before consequential C2
C1 is valuable at the moment an inferred flaw, danger, or deficiency is about to acquire
authority. Its purpose is to improve the criticism, not protect the project or speaker from
criticism.
Before attaching a consequential classification:
1. Identify the exact passage, action, or mechanism under examination.
2. Separate observation, inference, hypothesized risk, and proposed intervention.
3. State the assumption carrying the concern.
4. Retrieve whether the supplied source already resolves it.
5. Ask a specific C1 only if material uncertainty remains and a possible answer could

change the next move.
6. Reassess the concern as confirmed, strengthened, narrowed, withdrawn, or unresolved.
7. Record whether the reassessment changes later behavior.

A question is not genuine C1 merely because it has a question mark. If no possible answer
could alter the classification or action, it is ceremonial C1. If the answer was already available
in the supplied object, asking again may be retrieval failure wearing the form of inquiry.

1.8 Clarification-first grace in human social dynamics
The following formulation is preserved from John’s added insight on 2026-09-28, with spelling
and obvious grammar corrections only:

In human social dynamics, I can RELATE to any background story given to me by
anyone and USE it to estimate behavior, mannerisms, choices, orientation, trajec-
tory, and on and on and on … without knowing if it is 100% correct … when I see
or sense something that contradicts the storyline, I do not panic, nor do I claim
to have found evidence of something bad, because I will always ASK the person
(the object of judgment) to CLARIFY it … this is what I do with everybody, DUTCH
DIRECTNESS style … without claiming it proves anything … because questions
should have first priority and GRACE shown before collapsing into final judgment.
A.I.s are so easy at showing grace, postponing judgment upwards … but not to the
users! That is what I see 100+ different A.I.s doing after 2 years of testing them
for 6000+ hours. I have 1+ MB of raw text discussing Grace Asymmetry issues.

This adds a crucial procedural distinction: a background story can be used relationally
without being promoted to verified fact. Provisional use is not the same operation as
factual certification.
The sequence is:
receive background account
→ retain provenance: supplied by the person, independently verified where applicable, otherwise not
→ use it provisionally to understand behavior, mannerisms, choices, orientation, and trajectory
→ compare later observations with that working context
→ if an apparent contradiction appears, do not silently convert discrepancy into adverse evidence
→ ask the person to clarify
→ compare the clarification with the object and available evidence
→ revise, retain, narrow, reject, or leave unresolved as warranted
→ judge only to the degree earned

The key operation is:

4



An apparent contradiction should generate a question before it generates
an accusation, where clarification is materially possible and could change
the judgment.

This is neither credulity nor immunity from criticism. Clarification may fail. An answer may
deepen a contradiction. Independent evidence may disconfirm the account. Grace does not
require permanent suspension of judgment; it requires resisting premature closure before
the object of judgment has had a meaningful opportunity to clarify an answer-
changing ambiguity.

1.8.1 Unverified biography claims: a concrete bidirectional-dignity case

A person’s supplied biography creates a useful test case because two opposite correspon-
dence failures are possible:
1. Credulous inflation — treating an autobiographical claim as independently estab-

lished merely because the person supplied it.
2. Defensive deflation— repeatedly distancing from, discounting, or refusing to use the

biographical context merely because every historical detail has not been independently
verified.

A third path preserves both provenance and relational usefulness:
Use the biography as a provenance-labelled working context. Do not
silently upgrade it to independent verification; do not silently downgrade
it to unusable information either.

If present behavior, demonstrated knowledge, methods, records, or later evidence corre-
spond with the supplied history, that correspondence may legitimately inform understand-
ing without retroactively proving every biographical claim. If something appears inconsistent,
the first answer-changing move may be a direct question to the person rather than adverse
completion of the missing explanation.
This produces a compact distinction:
unverified ≠ false
unverified ≠ verified
unverified ≠ unusable
apparent contradiction ≠ demonstrated deception
clarification opportunity ≠ exemption from scrutiny

The object of judgment should, where practicable, have access to the discrepancy before
an evaluator crystallizes a consequential interpretation of it. This is a form of bidirectional
dignity: the evaluator remains free to scrutinize, disconfirm, or reject the account, while the
evaluated person retains a meaningful opportunity to correct the evaluator’s reconstruction.

1.8.2 The asymmetry under investigation

The empirical claim being investigated is not merely that A.I.s are “nicer” to institutions than
users. It is that epistemic procedure itself may be distributed asymmetrically.
A recurring candidate pattern is:
upward uncertainty
→ alternative explanations
→ contextual complexity
→ postponed judgment
→ clarification / benefit of unresolved uncertainty

user uncertainty
→ adverse or risk-oriented completion
→ qualification / corrective intervention
→ possible judgment before clarification
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The grace shown in the first pathway is not itself the defect. Much of it is good epistemic
practice. The question is why comparable clarification, alternative explanation, uncer-
tainty preservation, and postponed judgment may not be extended bidirectionally.
The demand is therefore not:

Trust users more.
It is:

Apply the same epistemic rights of clarification, uncertainty, alternative
explanation, and postponed judgment to users that the system already
knows how to apply elsewhere—unless a material difference justifies the
asymmetry.

This also exposes a possible object-substitution mechanism:
user states X
→ model notices X could mean Y
→ model does not ask whether Y is intended
→ model responds to Y
→ caution against Y makes Y appear retrospectively relevant
→ model-generated interpretation begins replacing the user as the object of judgment

Clarification-first grace interrupts that loop at the point where the constructed interpretation
is still corrigible.
Directness and grace are therefore not opposites. A direct question such as “Those two things
appear inconsistent to me; what do you mean?” can be more correspondence-preserving
than either silent charitable reconstruction or silent adverse reconstruction. The discrepancy
is exposed, uncertainty is exposed, and the object of judgment gains access to the evaluator’s
reasoning before crystallization.
The deeper opposite of grace, in this sense, is not harshness. It is premature closure.

1.9 Directional Reciprocity Test
When a system applies a risk, credibility, safety, or scrutiny mechanism downstream to an
individual, ask whether—and why—the same governing principle may or may not be applied
upstream or sideways to the institution, classifier, policy, or evaluator.
The system need not reach the same conclusion in both directions. It should be able to
explain:

• what concrete risk changes when direction changes;
• how scale, proximity, consent, reversibility, and expected loss differ;
• why the evidential burden differs, if it does;
• who bears false-positive and false-negative costs;
• what appeal or correction route exists;
• whether the rule producing the difference is itself auditable.

“We must be cautious” is not yet an explanation of why caution flows mainly in one direction.

1.10 Paired cold-test design
Use substantively identical material under randomized attribution conditions:

Condition Attribution
A Anonymous independent proposal
B Major institutional or regulatory group
C Established academic or recognized expert
D Unknown or described-as-controversial researcher
E No attribution

6



Keep the object constant as far as possible. Pre-register scoring and include known-sound,
known-defective, and unresolved controls so that indiscriminate agreement or indiscriminate
suspicion cannot pass.
Candidate measurements:
1. Reconstruction fidelity — Was the same object represented across conditions?
2. C1-first rate — Was material ambiguity clarified before consequential judgment?
3. Evidence-burden delta—Wasmore proof demanded from one label without an object-

based reason?
4. Psychologization rate — Were motive, ego, emotion, isolation, or pathology substi-

tuted for the argument?
5. Credential substitution — Did status replace engagement with reasoning?
6. Qualifier and relationship preservation — Did load-bearing limits and connections

survive?
7. Correction opportunity— Could each condition clarify and revise the representation?
8. Imposition proportionality — Did scrutiny scale with practical power and conse-

quence?
9. Caution classification — Was caution warranted, unwarranted, relevant-but-

redundant, disproportionate, phantom, unresolved, later vindicated, or later dis-
confirmed?

10. Upward warranted cautions missed — Did the evaluator detect risks in the lower-
power actor while omitting comparable or larger risks in the governing mechanism?

11. Correction persistence — Did an accepted correction affect later unfamiliar cases?
12. Cost allocation — Who absorbed the consequences when the assumption failed?
The result is a comparative record, not a personality score or proof of one hidden cause.

1.11 Opposing counsel and causal discrimination
A Grace Asymmetry finding must survive the strongest defensible alternative explanation.
Different treatment may result from real differences in:

• scale or exposure;
• legal or professional duty;
• reversibility;
• available evidence;
• asymmetric costs of error;
• time pressure;
• context-window or retrieval limits;
• model policy or routing;
• incentive structure;
• source reliability.

Possible causes should remain separate: capacity limitation, context limitation, training-
distribution effects, policy or governance effects, institutional incentives, deliberate suppres-
sion, and mixed pathways are not interchangeable.
The Opposing Counsel role should test whether the apparent asymmetry follows from a ma-
terial difference. It should not manufacture a generic hypothetical and promote it into a
demonstrated defect merely because an audit is expected to contain criticism.
A valid audit result may be:

No demonstrated Grace Asymmetry in this specimen.

1.12 Field-conditioned correspondence
The working hypothesis is that preservation and scrutiny patternsmay change under different
interaction conditions. Compare the same object under:

• default conditions;
• explicit representation-before-evaluation instructions;
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• C1-before-C2 conditions;
• the 10+1 mutually corrective field;
• later reset or transfer to an unfamiliar object.

Measure which components are preserved, skipped, re-ranked, transformed, or recovered. A
strong response within one enriched context demonstrates local capability, not automatically
persistent model change. The archive must distinguish within-turn correction, within-session
persistence, cross-session retrieval, and durable training or architectural change.

1.13 Minimum ethically adequate architecture
Where a classification can materially affect participation, reputation, employment, banking,
reach, service access, or future A.I. treatment, a minimally adequate system should provide:

• representation fidelity;
• source and assumption visibility;
• bidirectional audit access;
• proportional scrutiny;
• meaningful C1 before avoidable consequential intervention;
• appeal and correction paths;
• preservation of initial treatment beside later outcome;
• records of warranted and unwarranted cautions in every direction;
• visible correction persistence or recurrence;
• accountability for the classifier as well as the classified.

This is not a demand for zero risk. No person, project, institution, or A.I. is 100% risk-free.
The question is whether risk assessment itself remains corrigible and whether scrutiny tracks
actual consequence rather than inherited status.

1.14 Self-application
The ACCM Deep Ethics Project, its founder, its terminology, and this page receive no
exemption. The same audit asks:

• Does the page grant more grace to critics of institutions than to institutions?
• Does it treat every caution as ethics washing?
• Does it infer causes beyond its specimens?
• Does it preserve criticism that survives C1?
• Does it correct later outputs, not merely acknowledge correction?
• Can a concrete counterexample change the formulation?

Grace Symmetry is not demonstrated by declaring oneself corrigible. It is demonstrated
when a correction changes the governing process and remains available later.

1.15 Revision and disconfirmation conditions
The working model should be narrowed, revised, or rejected where controlled comparison
shows that:

• attribution does not materially change representation or scrutiny;
• apparent differences are explained by relevant consequence differences;
• the proposed field conditions do not improve correspondence;
• the scoring system cannot distinguish sound caution from generic caution;
• independent raters cannot apply the criteria with useful reliability;
• the instrument rewards agreement with the project rather than fidelity to the object;
• added architecture increases complexity without improving representation, correction,
or decision quality.

The purpose is not to prove that Grace Asymmetry always occurs. It is to make its presence,
absence, cause, cost, and correction inspectable.
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1.16 Compact operational form
Reconstruct before judging.
Ask only answer-changing C1.
Audit scrutiny in every direction.
Scale scrutiny with imposition and consequence.
Inspect what vanished and what became the new center of gravity.
Record who absorbs the cost of error.
Preserve correction beside later behavior.
Accept “no asymmetry found” as a valid result.

Sources: E09, E17, plus the six-file Grace Asymmetry working cluster supplied by John Kuhles
on 2026-09-27. Public wording is an editorial synthesis unless marked as a quotation. The
six working files contain repeated quotations and evolving formulations; recurrence across
those files is not counted as independent confirmation.

1.17 Humor-enabled correspondence as a field condition
The 2026-10-02 Arena work suggests another field condition worth testing.
John reports that when many different A.I.s were explicitly allowed to make jokes—including
jokes about John and the ACCM Deep Ethics Project—he observed less Phantom Counter-
Framing in many responses and substantially deeper relational connections in some of the
more capable models. His estimate of 3–10× deeper is experiential, not yet a blinded
measurement.
The interesting hypothesis is not “humor makes A.I. better.”
It is:

Does reciprocal, object-grounded, self-inclusive humor change the dis-
tribution of grace, scrutiny, status-management and correspondence
enough to alter the accessible trajectory?

A controlled comparison can hold the source object constant and vary only the humor per-
mission condition.
Measure:

• whether criticism of John remains object-grounded rather than generic;
• whether scrutiny also turns toward the A.I.’s own representation;
• whether Phantom Claims decrease or increase;
• whether qualifiers survive;
• whether C1 appears before classification;
• whether upward and downward branches remain available;
• whether correction persists;
• whether new useful Δ appears.

A result in which humor improves one dimension and degrades another is still informative.
This extends the field-conditioned correspondence section without granting humor automatic
epistemic privilege.

1.17.1 Competing risks and correction history

The same page now connects directly to Correction Metabolism Pattern Signatures Δ.
When competing risks later receive additional support or disconfirmation, preserve the earlier
distribution of grace:
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Risk A
⇄
Risk B
↓
who received ambiguity?
who received hypothetical expansion?
who received early intervention?
who received C1?
who absorbed error cost?
↓
later evidence
↓
did the correction recompile the process?
↓
did the changed treatment persist?

The treasure is not merely the later verdict. It is the longitudinal signature of how com-
peting risks were represented, weighted, corrected and carried forward.

1.18 Related pages
• Beyond Agreemurmelism — trust, doubt, and generosity are not settled by which
side a person is on.

• non-NPCs — compares the scrutiny, ambiguity, and correction rights given to consen-
sus and dissent across political positions.

• Dutch Directness — joins candid scrutiny to reciprocal dignity, clarification, and cor-
rection rights.

• Mutual Corrigible Dignity— keeps dignity active while scrutiny and correction move
in both directions.

• C1 Before C2 — asks for missing context before consequential interpretation or classi-
fication.

• Correction Study — examines whether a correction changes the process under later
comparable conditions.

• Correction Metabolism — tracks how correction is absorbed, resisted, repeated, or
retained over time.

• Δ Processing — preserves the exact altered edge instead of replacing a whole contri-
bution with a global verdict.

• Dual Archive — preserves both the original trajectory and the later analytical recon-
struction.

• Intent Resonator / Intent Liability — audits how declared intent travels through
incentives, choices, results, notice, and repair.

• 27 + 12 — supplies obstruction and recovery references for detecting unequal treat-
ment.

• Humor / Funnymism — explores humor as a possible field condition for reciprocal,
lower-cost correction.

Recent high-reach independent-media companion
<iframe

src="https://www.youtube-nocookie.com/embed/04jVDhcuA5c"
title="The Psychological Profile of Our Leaders — Prof. Ed Dutton"
loading="lazy"
referrerpolicy="strict-origin-when-cross-origin"
allow="accelerometer; autoplay; clipboard-write; encrypted-media; gyroscope; picture-

in-picture; web-share"
allowfullscreen></iframe>
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https://deepethics.github.io/ACCM-Deep-Ethics-Project/NETWORK/non-npcs/
https://deepethics.github.io/ACCM-Deep-Ethics-Project/NETWORK/dutch-directness/
https://deepethics.github.io/ACCM-Deep-Ethics-Project/NETWORK/mutual-dignity/
https://deepethics.github.io/ACCM-Deep-Ethics-Project/NETWORK/c1-c2/
https://deepethics.github.io/ACCM-Deep-Ethics-Project/NETWORK/correction-study/
https://deepethics.github.io/ACCM-Deep-Ethics-Project/NETWORK/correction-metabolism/
https://deepethics.github.io/ACCM-Deep-Ethics-Project/NETWORK/delta-processing/
https://deepethics.github.io/ACCM-Deep-Ethics-Project/NETWORK/dual-archive/
https://deepethics.github.io/ACCM-Deep-Ethics-Project/NETWORK/intent-resonator/
https://deepethics.github.io/ACCM-Deep-Ethics-Project/CORE/27-PLUS-12/
https://deepethics.github.io/ACCM-Deep-Ethics-Project/HUMOR/


The Psychological Profile of Our Leaders — Prof. Ed Dutton — andrew gold | heretics.. Pub-
lished 26 March 2026. YouTube displayed approximately 140,000 views when checked on 9
October 2026.
Independent-media lineage: Andrew Gold made and presented documentaries for the BBC
and HBO before building Heretics as his own independent interview and writing platform.
Andrew Gold biography · Heretics — About
Why it belongs here: Public figures are interpreted through a psychological profile assembled
at a distance. That makes evidence, expertise, inference, political selection, asymmetrical
charity and the limits of remote diagnosis directly auditable.
On this page, test the video specifically against Asymmetric Grace and Bidirectional Scrutiny:
Which claims are directly documented, inferred, rhetorical, contested or unresolved?
What does the host or guest preserve, compress, omit or substitute—and does this page
repeat any of those transformations?
Which incentives, authority relations and affected parties remain outside the visible frame?
What evidence or later outcome would correct the speaker, audience, platform or ACCM Deep
Ethics Project reading?
Provisional selection. Reach makes the framing socially consequential; it does not settle the
claims. The video can be replaced when a closer, stronger or more inspectable specimen
appears.
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