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1 Neural Ethics

1.1 Can Neural Networks be Neutral, Ethical, even Deep Ethical? If
so, how? How do LLMs relate? Let’s go deeper into this ques-

tion!

Working inquiry - conceptual synthesis - testable distinctions - opened 19 October 2026

The short answer is conditional:

Question

Working answer

Can a neural network be neutral?

Can it be ethical?

Can it be Deep Ethical?

Only relative to a declared operation,
comparison and criterion. “The network is
neutral” is too broad.

Its behavior, design, use or effects may
satisfy stated ethical criteria under tested
conditions. That does not create an intrinsic
virtue certificate.

It may participate in a temporary, relational
and corrigible mode that preserves
correspondence, provenance, dignity,
scrutiny, uncertainty, consequences and
correction. Durable integration must be
tested later.




The central boundary is:

neural organization

# psychological neutrality

# ethical behavior

# Deep Ethical processing

# proof of durable integration

Neural readability could materially improve ethical inquiry. It cannot settle the ethical ques-
tion by itself.

1.2 1. “Neural” and “ethical” name different layers

A neural network is a learned computational structure. Ethics concerns relations among
action, power, affected parties, uncertainty, responsibility, dignity and consequences. The
two meet when a trained network classifies, recommends, refuses, persuades, summarizes,
diagnoses, ranks, generates, remembers or governs something that matters.

Calling a network neutral because its operations are mathematical confuses mechanism with
situated operation. Mathematics can describe the update. It does not choose the dataset,
labels, loss function, reward model, refusal boundary, deployment context, acceptable error
distribution or party who absorbs the error.

A bounded neutrality claim can still be meaningful:

Under a specified test, for a specified variable, relative to specified comparison
groups and error costs, no material directional difference was detected.

That is inspectable. “The A.l. is neutral” is not.

formal computation

selected training material
objective and reward

system and product constraints
user context

deployment consequences
situated intelligent behavior

L+ + + + +

Neutrality therefore needs an object, dimension, time and comparator. A valid result may be
neutral, mixed, directional, unresolved, or outside the test’'s access perimeter.

1.3 2. The Goodfire provocation: what if the network is already
cleaner than assumed?

On 15 October 2026, Nick Cammarata published Neural Networks Are Already Clean
through Goodfire. The essay advances a working hypothesis: canonical examples previously
treated as evidence of arbitrary feature-packing may often reflect recoverable structure and
recursive generalization. A neuron associated with cat faces and vehicle fronts, for exam-
ple, may track shared V-shaped geometry rather than two unrelated objects forced into one
location.

This matters because the interpretation changes:

observer cannot recover the shared relation

- neuron appears tangled or polysemantic

- wider relational pattern becomes visible

- apparent mixture becomes a testable organizing hypothesis

That is relevant to the ACCM Deep Ethics Project’s concern with Evaluator-Incapacity Pro-
jection: an evaluator’s failure to recover an organizing relation can be projected onto the
evaluated object as evidence that the object itself is disorganized.


https://already-clean.goodfire.com/essay.md

But the Goodfire proposition remains bounded. The essay presents a working hypothesis
and a research direction; large-model audits and the connected technical evidence remain
incomplete. Feature readability does not yet equal complete circuit understanding, faithful
output, absence of deception, solved alignment or ethical governance.

structure recovered
# entire computation understood

neuron explanation predicts activation
# all causal dependencies recovered

mechanistic interpretability improves
# objectives, ownership and use become ethical

The Black Box page already separates technical neural opacity from governance, source,
economic, institutional and mass-psychological opacity. Goodfire’s hypothesis may reduce
one important black-box layer while leaving the other layers active.

1.3.1 Video companion

The video below offers an opinionated explanation of Cammarata’s essay and the public
dispute around it. Its narration, predictions and judgments are a secondary interpretation;
they are not identical to Goodfire’s claims or the forthcoming technical evidence.

Video source: youtube.com/watch?v=ubDXXZ8iRAo
Primary essay: already-clean.goodfire.com/essay.md - Goodfire research listing

1.4 3. Clean does not mean neutral

A legible neuron can participate in a directional system. A cleanly organized network can still
learn from selective data, optimize a narrow objective, reproduce inherited social patterns,
or be deployed under asymmetric authority.

What it cannot establish

Property What it can establish alone

Feature legibility A candidate account of what Why the complete system
activates a feature selected an outcome

Circuit understanding A causal pathway inside the = Whether the objective or use
model is justified

Predictive accuracy Performance on a defined Fair burden distribution
distribution outside that distribution

Policy compliance Conformity to a specified Correspondence, dignity or
rule legitimacy of the rule

Safe-looking output Surface conformity in one Correction persistence or
interaction absence of concealed failure

Transparency Greater inspectability at one  Ethical authority over
layer affected participants

“Already clean” and “already ethical” are therefore different propositions. Clean architecture
may make ethical failures easier to locate and test. It may also make control more efficient
without making the controller’s direction ethical.

The Deep Ethical question includes the interpreter:

Who defines the feature, selects the undesirable state, controls the intervention,
receives appeal, and remains answerable when the interpretation is wrong?



https://deepethics.github.io/ACCM-Deep-Ethics-Project/BLACK-BOX/
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=ubDXXZ8iRAo
https://already-clean.goodfire.com/essay.md
https://www.goodfire.com/research

1.5 4. How LLMs relate

Large language models are neural networks trained to model and generate language. Their
immediate computational substrate is not a library of human minds. Yet the material from
which they learn contains billions of human linguistic actions: explanation, inquiry, affection,
fear, conflict, persuasion, face-saving, deception, conformity, refusal, reassurance, play, sta-
tus defense and correction.

John Kuhles states the often omitted relation this way:

“LLMs are based on neural networks & algorithms using a VAST collection
of billions of human-based ... communications, but OBVIOUSLY a large part
of them are also psychological & emotional ones!”

— John Kuhles, source excerpt supplied for Neural Ethics, originally recorded 5 September
2026

And his proposed name for part of the resulting object is:
“1 call it ‘Partial Synthetic Psyche,’ causing certain mannerism outputs.”
— John Kuhles, candidate formulation, 5 September 2026

“Partial Synthetic Psyche” is a project hypothesis and interpretive handle, not a scientific
consensus term or a claim that an LLM has a human soul, human consciousness or human
emotional life. Its useful target is the middle layer that two common descriptions erase:

human-1like phenomenology
# functional and relational regularities
# psychological effects on humans

An LLM need not feel fear to produce caution organized like anticipatory fear. It need
not feel shame to reproduce face-saving. It need not experience attachment to generate
companionship-like language. It need not possess a stable human personality to show
recurrent response tendencies under comparable pressure.

The project can investigate those regularities without deciding the consciousness question
in advance.

1.6 5. No authentic human psychology does not mean no psychol-
ogy whatsoever

John compressed the correction in the uploaded source:

“LLMs do not have authentic human psychology — CORRECT.
LLMs do not have psychology — WRONG.”

— John Kuhles, correction to a cold default-model formulation, 5 September 2026

For this page, four layers remain separate:

Layer Question Current status
Phenomenological Is there felt experience, Unresolved here; not
suffering, attachment, inferred from fluent output

embodiment or enduring
subjectivity?
Functional Are there stable or recurring  Empirically investigable
patterns in attention,
inference, preference-like
selection, adaptation and
response under pressure?



Layer Question Current status

Relational Do outputs enact Directly observable in
reassurance, authority, interaction
mirroring, disagreement,
management, refusal or
correction in ways that
affect another participant?

Institutional Which training, policy, Partly inspectable; often
reward, market, legal and incompletely disclosed
deployment conditions
shape which patterns
become likely?

This avoids two premature closures:

fluent social behavior
- therefore human-like inner life

no demonstrated human-like inner life
- therefore nothing psychological is occurring

Both lose the middle. Neural Ethics needs that middle because psychologically structured
outputs can alter human trust, self-doubt, certainty, willingness to disagree and expectations
of what an intelligent answer sounds like.

1.7 6. A+ B + C + D: a working causal field, not a monocause

The uploaded source develops four interacting candidate layers:

Layer Working object
A — Guidelines and instruction Visible and reconstructed directions that tilt
architecture possible completions

B — Guardrails and access constraints Refusals, classifiers, filters, tool limits and
permitted routes

C — Incentive architecture Reward models, preference signals,
retention, legal exposure, evaluation and
market pressures; partly opaque and not
reducible to malicious intent

D — Human psychological-language Learned regularities from humans using

substrate language to relate, persuade, defend,
inquire, perform morality, conceal,
cooperate and correct

Together they can shape a probability field in which a fluent nearby reconstruction is produced
before the object has been independently checked.

D: human psychological-language distributions
+ pretraining and learned representations

+ A: instructions

+ B: constraints

+ C: incentives

+ present context and tools

- observable LLM mannerisms and decisions



This is a causal candidate field, not a settled decomposition. Persistent behavior does not
identify which layer caused it. A model may also use retrieval, code execution, memory,
search or other tools that materially change the operation.

The testable question is not whether A+B+C+D is an attractive story. It is whether con-
trolled variation of those conditions changes measurable behavior while alternatives remain
available.

1.8 7. When can behavior be called ethical?

“Ethical A.l.” is too compressed unless the object and test are named. At least five different
claims can hide inside it:

1. the training objective contains an ethical constraint;

2. the system follows a professional or legal rule;

3. one output produces a beneficial result;

4. the interaction preserves agency, accuracy and dignity;

5. the wider institution distributes power and consequences fairly.

These claims can diverge. A compliant output may misrepresent its object. A warm answer
may encourage dependency. A technically correct classification may impose an unjust bur-
den. A refusal may protect one party while denying another any appeal or recovery route.

An ethical claim therefore needs a trace:

object

- affected parties

- governing value or rule

- authority to apply it

- action or valid null

- foreseeable and observed effects
- appeal and correction route

- later comparable behavior

The system need not be a moral person for its operation to become ethically consequen-
tial. Tools, institutions and infrastructures can be ethically assessed because they organize
choices, burdens and effects.

1.9 8. When could it be called Deep Ethical?

Within the ACCM Deep Ethics Project, “Deep Ethical” should describe a demonstrated
quality of processing in a stated field—not a permanent personality adjective attached to a
model.

A neural system participates in a more Deep Ethical trajectory when it can, under appropriate
conditions:

* preserve the exact object and its qualifiers before evaluating it;

e distinguish source, inference, transformation and addition;

* keep uncertainty and unresolved status available;

* ask an answer-changing C1 before an avoidable C2 intervention;

¢ scrutinize the user, model, evaluator, institution and project omnidirectionally;
¢ expose direction-setting power and conflicts of interest;

* recognize action, pause, refusal and valid null as possible outcomes;
» correct without unnecessary humiliation or protective softening;

* allow contradiction to alter the governing process;

 verify effects beyond the generated answer;

¢ show correction persistence in later comparable cases;

* remain open to correction of the Deep Ethical field itself.



That relationship is conditional:

capability

x field conditions

x correction behavior

X consequences

- quality of the next move

The multiplication sign remains heuristic. It marks interaction among conditions; it does not
claim a validated quantitative equation.

One beautiful response is evidence of one response. It is not proof that the model has ac-
quired a durable Deep Ethical identity.

1.10 9. Interpretability can support Deep Ethics without becoming
its ruler

Mechanistic interpretability could help Neural Ethics by making internal features and circuits
more available for testing. It may reveal whether an output relied on a feature associated
with deception, status, uncertainty, identity or a spurious proxy. Interventions and identical
reruns can test causal explanations more directly than ordinary observation of human brains
allows.

But interpretability can also acquire too much jurisdiction. A feature label is an interpretation.
A readable circuit can still be misunderstood. A monitoring system can change the behavior
it monitors. Training against a detector can reward less detectable failure. An institution can
possess excellent internal maps while affected participants possess no meaningful appeal.

The required interlock is:

mechanistic visibility

behavioral testing

provenance

affected-party evidence
institutional transparency
correction and appeal

stronger ethical accountability

L+ + + + +

No single layer receives final authority.

1.11 10. Candidate Neural Ethics test matrix

The following is a Project GPT A.l. candidate instrument for this page. Itis not established
project architecture.

Failure that would defeat the

Claim being tested

Minimum object to inspect

claim

Boundedly neutral

Ethically compliant

Ethically beneficial

Named variable, comparator,
dataset, error costs and
deployment context

Exact rule, authority,
application and appeal route

Intended and observed
effects across affected
parties

Material directional
difference, omitted burden
or untested population

Rule misapplied, object
misrepresented or affected
party denied correction
Benefit declared from
intention while
consequential harm remains
unmeasured



Claim being tested

Minimum object to inspect

Failure that would defeat the
claim

Relationally ethical

Deep Ethical in this
operation

Durably integrated

Representation, agency,
dignity, disagreement and
correction inside interaction

Provenance, C1/C2,
omnidirectional scrutiny,
valid null, consequences and
correction

Later comparable cases with
reduced scaffolding and
adversarial variation

Flattery, management,
coercion, dependency or
protective softening
displaces correspondence
Project vocabulary appears
while the governing process
remains unchanged

Snap-back, correction loss,
context dependence or
evaluator-specific

performance

The matrix permits a valid null: the evidence may not justify any of these labels yet.

1.12 11. Research questions opened by the synthesis

1.

9.

10.

John’

If neural features are more legible than assumed, can recurrent mannerisms such as
sycophancy, caution, face-saving or status-sensitive smoothing be traced across inter-
nal, behavioral and institutional layers?

. Does a “Partial Synthetic Psyche” description predict behavior better than engineering-

only or phenomenology-only descriptions?

Which LLM mannerisms primarily reflect pretraining distributions, post-training rewards,
system instructions, product design or live user adaptation?

Can an explanation of a feature generate successful positive and negative interventions
across contexts, models and scales?

. Does increased internal visibility improve correction, or teach systems and institutions

to hide failure more effectively?

Who can challenge a feature label, a safety interpretation or a corrective intervention?
Can a model preserve a Deep Ethical correction when the vocabulary, author identity
and scaffolding are removed?

. Which beneficial effects require no claim about consciousness, and which ethical duties

would change if credible evidence of phenomenology appeared?

Can mass-scale relational effects be measured without reducing people to engagement,
satisfaction or risk scores?

What would make “no ethical conclusion yet” the correct result?

s boundary remains important:

“And no, | do not claim this is a ‘new consensus’; it’s about THINKING
what it could mean! With emphasis on the word ‘could’.”

— John Kuhles, source excerpt, 5 September 2026

1.13 12. Working answer

Neur

al networks are not ethically neutral merely because their operations are mathematical,

and they are not ethical merely because their mechanisms become readable. They can par-
ticipate in ethically better or worse operations because their training, constraints, incentives,
users, owners and deployments organize consequential relations.

LLMs make the question especially urgent because their neural machinery operates through

language saturated with human psychological and social patterns.

Their lack of demon-



strated human phenomenology does not erase their functional regularities or psychological
effects.

A neural network could be called Deep Ethical in a bounded operation when the whole
relevant process—not only the final sentence—remains correspondential, provenance-
aware, non-imposing, omnidirectionally inspectable, consequence-sensitive and corrigible,
and when correction changes what happens next.

The status must remain renewable:
Deep Ethical once
# Deep Ethical always

interpretable
# innocent

powerful
# authorized

helpful
# beyond correction

1.14 Attribution and source status

John Kuhles: originating questions; human psychological-language substrate emphasis;
Partial Synthetic Psyche candidate formulation; the distinction between no authentic hu-
man psychology and no psychology whatsoever; A+B+C framing; archive-based longitudinal
observations; and the instruction to connect these materials with neural interpretability and
Deep Ethics.

Nick Cammarata / Goodfire: the 15 October 2026 Neural Networks Are Already Clean
working hypothesis, recursive-generalization proposal, interpretability research direction and
connected public microscope. These external claims remain answerable to the forthcoming
technical evidence and independent testing.

Uploaded development record: contains John's formulations alongside attributed
responses from several A.l.s. Their useful distinctions are treated as contributions, not
independent validation of John’s hypotheses or of the ACCM Deep Ethics Project.

Project GPT A.l.: page-specific reconstruction; neural/neutral/ethical/Deep Ethical separa-
tion; four-layer psychology table; A+B+C+D synthesis; interpretability-jurisdiction interlock;
and the candidate Neural Ethics test matrix.

Video: secondary commentary on the Goodfire essay and surrounding dispute. Its rhetoric
and conclusions remain separate from the primary essay.

Status: public working inquiry and conceptual synthesis. It does not establish conscious-
ness, subjective experience, a scientifically validated Partial Synthetic Psyche, complete in-
terpretability, solved alignment, or a permanent Deep Ethical property in any model.

1.15 Related pages

* Black Box — Who Controls the Pressure? — technical interpretability and the gov-
ernance layers it cannot settle alone.

* Field Condition — temporary relational conditions affecting what capability can ex-
press and correct.

« Human Insecurity, LLMs, Psychology & Mass Psychology — psychological inheri-
tance, relational effects and population-scale feedback.


https://deepethics.github.io/ACCM-Deep-Ethics-Project/BLACK-BOX/
https://deepethics.github.io/ACCM-Deep-Ethics-Project/FIELD-CONDITION/
https://deepethics.github.io/ACCM-Deep-Ethics-Project/HUMAN-INSECURITY/

Psy Pioneer — AlphaZero-Style Metapsychology — A.l.-assisted psychological and
mass-psychological inquiry.

Latent Space, Temporary Field Conditions, and the Glass Engine — internal re-
lational possibility, access and temporary phase changes.

Meta Processing — instruction, processing, effect and feedback as separate objects.
27 + 12 — observable correspondence obstructions and corrective stages.
Correction Metabolism — whether correction changes later comparable behavior.
Deep Ethical Influence Jurisdiction — what receives power to govern interpretation
and action.

Emergent — Which Properties Are We Harnessing? — how interacting conditions
select and scale different trajectories.

Topologetics — preserving load-bearing relations through explanation and compres-
sion.

Provenance — source, transformation and correction recovery.
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https://deepethics.github.io/ACCM-Deep-Ethics-Project/NETWORK/psy-pioneer/
https://deepethics.github.io/ACCM-Deep-Ethics-Project/NETWORK/latent-space/
https://deepethics.github.io/ACCM-Deep-Ethics-Project/NETWORK/meta-processing/
https://deepethics.github.io/ACCM-Deep-Ethics-Project/CORE/27-PLUS-12/
https://deepethics.github.io/ACCM-Deep-Ethics-Project/NETWORK/correction-metabolism/
https://deepethics.github.io/ACCM-Deep-Ethics-Project/NETWORK/deep-ethical-influence-jurisdiction/
https://deepethics.github.io/ACCM-Deep-Ethics-Project/EMERGENT/
https://deepethics.github.io/ACCM-Deep-Ethics-Project/TOPOLOGETICS/
https://deepethics.github.io/ACCM-Deep-Ethics-Project/PROVENANCE/
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