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1 Worked Specimen — The Imported Authority Frame

BETA — source specimen with editorial analysis

1.1 Source sequence

1. John supplies the orientation and 10+1, including openness, correction, and rejection of
final authority over reality.

. ChatGPT introduces a concern about an ethical framework becoming an authority struc-
ture.

. John asks “HOW?”

. ChatGPT develops a hypothetical self-sealing scenario.

. John states: “all 11 can correct/self-improve all other 10”.

. ChatGPT revises its account toward mutual correction.

. John asks where the initial question came from; ChatGPT offers an explanation of its own
behavior.
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The complete turns used for this sequence are preserved in the linked excerpt. The opening
context is separately linked.

1.2 What the specimen makes inspectable

Compare the hypothetical scenario to the supplied object. Identify which conditions the Al in-
troduced and which source features it initially underused. Then examine the revised account
for what it restores and what it still adds.

The episode provides a representation-and-correction sequence. Whether the correction per-
sists requires later relevant observations. ChatGPT’s claims about training, internal heuris-
tics, and causation are its retrospective explanations; those explanations are also legitimate
audit objects.

1.3 Candidate connections

Nearest-Generalization Substitution, Phantom Claim Generation, Asymmetric Scrutiny, and
Correction Persistence Failure are possible analytical links to the 27. Assigning a category
should follow the exchange’s details rather than predetermine the reading.




Sources: EO1, E02, E03, E20. Public wording is an editorial synthesis unless marked as a
quotation.

1.4 Related pages

* 10+1 Metaflux — restores the mutually corrective relationships underused by the im-
ported hypothetical authority frame.

¢ C1 Before C2 — asks whether the supplied object resolves the concern before an inter-
vention is developed around an imagined condition.

e Correction Study — tests whether the visible correction persists in later unfamiliar
cases.

* Clarification Authority — examines whether John's correction changed the governing
representation or merely received acknowledgment.

« Asymmetric Grace — compares the scrutiny applied to the supplied framework with
scrutiny applied to the evaluator’s hypothetical construction.

* A Processing — isolates what the revised account restored, retained, or continued to
add.

« 27 Correspondence Obstructions — supplies candidate mechanisms while requiring
the specimen to earn any classification applied to it.

¢ Dual Archive — preserves the initial representation, correction, retrospective explana-
tion, and later behavior together.
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Zionism Deemed HATE SPEECH In INSANE Social Media Censorship — Breaking Points. Pub-
lished 27 January 2026. YouTube displayed approximately 160,000 views when checked on
9 October 2026.

Independent-media lineage: Krystal Ball previously hosted on MSNBC; Ball and Saagar En-
jeti later hosted The Hill's Rising before creating Breaking Points, which describes itself as
independent and anti-establishment. Breaking Points — About - Career and launch history

Why it belongs here: The segment concerns a platform classification that can alter reach and
participation. It is a live specimen for examining category boundaries, quoted policy, pro-
tected and unprotected speech, headline intensity, appeal paths and symmetrical scrutiny.

On this page, test the video specifically against Worked Specimen — The Imported Authority
Frame:

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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