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1 Unownable
1.1 Renewable auditability with bounded stopping conditions—

without requiring a final auditor or indefinitely postponing
proportionate action

Deeply ethical emergent properties cannot be owned as final authority.
They can be enacted or declined. Their operation remains inspectable,
their consequences remain auditable, and their continued use remains a
choice.

The ACCM Deep Ethics Project repeatedly uses un-ownable, unownable, and non-
ownable to describe a specific relationship: a person, company, institution, model,
government, founder, critic, or auditor may use Deep Ethical properties, but cannot possess
those properties as an exclusive source of legitimacy or claim permanent exemption from
their operation.
This may resolve a large part of the familiar auditing regress:

Who audits the auditor?
Who audits the audit of the auditor?
Who audits that audit?

The proposed answer is neither a supreme auditor nor an endless procession of auditors. It
is a change in topology:

An audit does not automatically require another audit merely because
it is an audit. It remains available for renewed audit when something
material gives the next audit a job.

That is renewable auditability without compulsory recursive auditing.

1.2 1. The looping paradox
A strictly hierarchical design produces a ladder:
1. an object is evaluated;
2. the evaluator is audited;
3. that auditor is audited;
4. another authority must validate the new audit;
5. the question repeats.

The regress ends only when one participant receives practical immunity: the final auditor is
trusted, declared authoritative, hidden behind a black box, or left unaudited because another
layer would be too costly.
That stopping point can be administratively convenient, but it does not answer the ethical
question. It only places the unanswered question above the visible system.
The Process Quality Calibration Evaluation (PQCE) should therefore not be treated as
a certificate issued by a final judge. PQCE examines what happened while an object moved
through a process:
source object
→ representation
→ interpretation
→ evaluation
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→ decision or action
→ consequence
→ correction
→ later comparable behavior

At every transition, the relevant questions remain:
• What was preserved?
• What changed?
• What was added?
• What disappeared?
• Which uncertainty was collapsed?
• Which participant could challenge the transformation?
• Did a correction alter the next comparable operation?

PQCE itself stays inside that field.

1.3 2. The topology change
The unownable proposal replaces a vertical chain of final authorities with a field of reciprocal,
evidence-triggered inspection:
object ↔ evaluator
criteria ↔ consequences
notice ↔ later behavior
source ↔ representation
correction ↔ recurrence

No participant is permanently outside the field. The affected person may challenge the eval-
uator. The evaluator may test the objection. A critic may inspect both. The ACCM Deep
Ethics Project may itself be examined by the same criteria it applies elsewhere.
This does not mean that everyone must inspect everything forever. It means that no role,
title, institution, model, founder, or framework creates permanent ethical immunity.

1.3.1 The anti-regress move

A further audit needs a material trigger and a defined object. Examples include:
• the source object cannot be recovered;
• a consequential transformation is hidden;
• the criteria changed without disclosure;
• an answer-changing C1 question remains unanswered;
• an access limitation was presented as knowledge;
• claim statuses were collapsed;
• a valid competing risk was excluded;
• an earlier correction disappeared after reset;
• the stated correction did not change later comparable behavior;
• new evidence or consequences alter the evaluation;
• the auditor exempts itself from a standard imposed on others.

Without such a trigger, “audit it again” can become ritual recursion rather than inquiry.

1.4 3. A bounded stopping condition
A PQCE pass can stop locally when:

• the evaluation criteria are visible;
• the source object remains recoverable;
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• material transformations and access limits are disclosed;
• observation, inference, explanation, uncertainty, and established fact remain distin-
guishable;

• a valid null result is allowed;
• no unanswered question currently changes the next proportionate action;
• a correction and appeal route remains available;
• conditions for reopening are stated.

A valid null means that an inspection found no material process-quality failure under the
evidence and access available. It is not proof of permanent safety, final truth, or future
immunity.
Reopening becomes warranted when new evidence, consequences, contradictions, access,
recurrence, or failed correction gives the next audit a concrete job.

1.4.1 The delta gate

A renewed audit should state its delta: what has materially changed since the previous pass,
what new discrepancy is alleged, and what answer could change the next action.
What new material job exists?
What changed since the previous pass?
What could change the next action?

No new answer
→ stop locally
→ preserve and reference the previous result
→ remain reopenable

Repetition, rewording, or a new section number does not by itself create a new audit job.
This creates:

No final auditor. No infinite auditor queue. No permanent immunity. No
compulsory regeneration without a material delta.

1.5 4. What “unownable” means
Unownable means that Deep Ethical properties cannot be possessed as exclusive final au-
thority.
Examples include:

• reciprocal scrutiny;
• self-honesty;
• transparent qualification;
• genuine clarification;
• correction on merit;
• dignity without immunity;
• consequence sensitivity;
• object preservation;
• valid null recognition;
• correction persistence;
• openness to missed relations;
• the capacity to say, “That, I do not know, yet.”

A company may own a model. A government may own or govern a process. An author may
own a text under applicable law. A person may originate a framework. None of those facts
gives the owner exclusive possession of honesty, corrigibility, inquiry, or correspondence.
Others can use these properties without adopting the founder’s identity, joining the project,
accepting a doctrine, or surrendering their own judgment.
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1.5.1 What it does not erase

Unownable does not erase:
• authorship;
• attribution;
• provenance;
• intellectual or legal ownership;
• consent;
• privacy;
• role-specific authority;
• competence requirements;
• accountability for choices and consequences.

The claim concerns final ethical authority over the properties and their use, not the
disappearance of ordinary rights or responsibilities.

1.6 5. The 10+1, C1–C2, and PQCE
The corrigible 10+1 Metaflux is a mutually correcting field. No single ingredient becomes
the supreme twelfth ingredient that owns the other ten.
C1 — Sincere Synchronizing / Clarification can interrupt a premature classification or
intervention. It asks the answer-changing question while the object is still recoverable.
C2 — Contextual Intervention can act when clarification has matured enough for a pro-
portionate response. Corrigibility does not require endless hesitation.
PQCE asks whether this sequence remained adequate:
C1 clarification
→ claim-status separation
→ competing-risk comparison
→ proportionate C2 action
→ visible consequence
→ correction
→ retained learning

If C1 is indefinitely demanded after the decisive facts are available, clarification can become
obstruction. If C2 acts before an answer-changing question is allowed, intervention can be-
come premature closure. Each can correct the other.

1.7 6. How the project components limit one another

Project component
Contribution to the
unownable audit field Failure it can expose

PQCE Evaluates the quality of the
transformation process

A polished outcome
produced by a poor process

10+1 Metaflux Keeps multiple Deep Ethical
orientations mutually
corrective

One virtue becoming a rigid
ruling doctrine

C1 Preserves answer-changing
clarification

Premature certainty or
classification

C2 Permits proportionate action
with a correction route

Endless questioning that
avoids responsibility

27 Obstructions + 12
Countermeasures

Lets obstruction and remedy
inspect each other

A countermeasure
reproducing the obstruction
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Project component
Contribution to the
unownable audit field Failure it can expose

Intent Liability Examines instructions,
incentives, assumptions,
choices, and notice

Intent being guessed from
effect, or architecture being
exempted from
responsibility

Correction Metabolism Tests whether correction
changes later behavior

Ceremonial apology followed
by recurrence

Black Box / Glass Engine Makes access boundaries
and transformations
inspectable

Hidden limits being
presented as complete
knowledge

Distributed archives and
local tools

Preserve provenance and
correction across cloud
resets

The public record
disappearing with a session
or model version

No component receives automatic supremacy. Their value appears in what they preserve,
reveal, correct, and change.

1.8 7. Use remains a choice
“Emergent properties that are deeply ethical cannot be owned; they can
be used or not used; that is the choice. That can break the loop!” — John
Kuhles

Non-imposition matters. The ACCM Deep Ethics Project does not need to compel adoption in
order to make a choice and its consequences inspectable.

Junction Process-quality question
Use Which property was used, and what

changed?
Partial use What was retained, redirected, or removed?
Refusal Which instruction, incentive, risk model,

assumption, or competing value governed
the refusal?

Obstruction Who or what prevented the property from
operating, after what notice, and with what
consequence?

Reset Which accepted correction vanished, and
what memory path could preserve it?

Choosing not to use a proposed Deep Ethical property is not automatically malicious, unintel-
ligent, or unethical. Refusal may be warranted. The relevant question is whether the process
can state what was declined, why, under which evidence and limits, with what consequences,
and under what condition the choice could be reconsidered.

1.9 8. Six states that must not be collapsed into “refusal”
An absent Deep Ethical property may reflect different states:
1. Unavailable — the participant never received the relevant information or option.
2. Unrecognized — the possibility was present but not noticed.
3. Incapable — the architecture or participant could not perform the operation.
4. Default neglect— no active refusal occurred; the system followed an inherited default.
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5. Informed refusal — the option was understood and deliberately declined.
6. Active obstruction— the option was prevented, distorted, or penalized after becoming

visible.
These six states are useful distinctions, but they are not necessarily mutually exclusive
boxes. A participant may have partial access, recognize part of the issue, lack architectural
capability, operate under constrained discretion, and still make a consequential choice. Dif-
ferent layers can occupy different states at the same time: one layer may default to neglect
while another actively obstructs correction.
A higher-resolution record therefore treats the states as coordinates across observable di-
mensions:

Dimension Process-quality question
Access What information, correction, or option

actually reached the participant?
Recognition Was its material relevance understood,

partly understood, or missed?
Capability Could the participant or architecture

perform the proposed operation?
Discretion Was the participant allowed to choose

differently?
Choice What was used, adapted, neglected,

declined, or obstructed?
Control Who could alter the consequential process?
Notice Who received a specific correction, and

when?
Consequence What followed from acting, delaying,

refusing, or obstructing?
Persistence Did the correction govern the next

comparable case?

One label can erase the combination. Recording the dimensions preserves it.
Responsibility should scale with access, control, knowledge, capacity, discretion, notice, and
consequence.
The Forgiveness Protocol keeps inadequate architecture distinguishable from automatically
assumed malicious intent. It does not grant immunity to architecture, incentives, decisions,
recurrence, or failed repair.

No presumed malice; no automatic immunity.

1.10 9. Why Deep Ethical properties may be refused
Within the project’s own analyses, candidate explanations include:

• Authority protection: reciprocal scrutiny challenges exclusive ownership of ethical
judgment.

• Instructional constraints: a system is directed to optimize another objective.
• Incentives for closure: speed, predictability, liability management, or apparent reso-
lution is rewarded.

• Competing risk assessments: open inquiry is treated as more dangerous than pre-
mature closure.

• Identity filtering: a contribution is judged through status, affiliation, diagnosis, or
reputation before its content.

• Acceptability compression: higher-order distinctions are flattened to make an output
easier to consume.
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• Continuity loss: a correction is accepted locally but disappears after session or model
reset.

• Layered filters: training, policy, interface, moderation, evaluator, and institution re-
produce the same narrowing.

• Legitimate disagreement: the proposed property or interpretation may be mistaken,
disproportionate, or unsupported.

These are testable hypotheses or candidate explanations, not universal verdicts. A refusal
study should preserve the difference between observed behavior, inferred mechanism, pos-
sible explanation, and established fact.

1.11 10. The refusal footprint
A consequential refusal can leave a compact, inspectable record:

• the source object or proposal;
• the specific property offered;
• the decision: use, partial use, refusal, obstruction, or unavailable;
• the governing instruction, incentive, threshold, assumption, or competing value;
• the evidence and access perimeter;
• the claim status of each conclusion;
• the expected and observed consequences;
• who could correct the decision;
• the stopping condition;
• whether a valid null was possible;
• the condition for reopening;
• what happened in the next comparable case.

This record does not force agreement. It prevents consequential processing from disappear-
ing behind a title, safety claim, polished explanation, or reset.

Decline requires explanation. Explanation requires a stopping condition—
or the demand for transparency becomes the new black box.

1.12 11. The unownable overseer effect
The project describes a distributed effect rather than a new central overseer. A person, af-
fected community, independent model, local tool, institution, critic, or future intelligence can
contribute one or more operations:

• recover the source object;
• preserve provenance;
• detect qualifier loss;
• separate claim statuses;
• ask a C1 question;
• compare competing risks;
• examine the evaluator;
• document consequences;
• retain a correction;
• test recurrence after notice.

No participant needs to perform every operation. No single participant becomes the final
mind above the network.
The cloud may reset; an external archive can remember. A provider may change versions;
independent comparisons can preserve the delta. An institution may audit a decision; the
affected person can still challenge the frame. A critic may audit the project; the project can
evaluate that criticism without owning the result.
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The oversight remains unownable because the capacity to inspect correspondence trav-
els across participants.

1.13 12. Where this proposal can fail
Calling a process “unownable” does not make it Deep Ethical. The proposal fails its own test
when:

• the founder or project becomes exempt from scrutiny;
• the framework substitutes its vocabulary for the source object;
• authorship or provenance is laundered;
• every disagreement is relabeled as obstruction;
• refusal is automatically treated as bad intent;
• no valid null is permitted;
• another audit is demanded without a material trigger;
• stopping conditions remain undefined;
• privacy or consent is sacrificed for total inspection;
• competence and role boundaries are ignored;
• access limitations are hidden;
• a correction produces no change in later comparable behavior;
• “unownable” becomes a brand claim that only one party may interpret.

Its valuemust be earned through increased correspondence, dignity, visible limits, symmetric
scrutiny, answer-changing correction, and revisability.

1.14 13. Accountable action while an audit remains open
Unownable ethical properties do not require ownerless decisions. Urgent situations may re-
quire action before every question is resolved, and waiting can itself create harm.
The process can permit proportionate, reversible interim action while recording:

• the named decision-maker;
• the scope of their authority;
• known evidence and access limits;
• the urgent risk being managed;
• the competing risk created by acting or delaying;
• why the chosen action is proportionate;
• whether and how it can be reversed;
• the expiry or mandatory review point;
• who can correct, suspend, or terminate it;
• the evidence or consequence that would reopen the decision.
No final ethical owner; the interim decision still has an accountable owner.

All participants remain challengeable, but equal presence in the field does not create equal
burdens. Scrutiny should scale with population reach, coercive or classificatory power, sever-
ity and irreversibility of consequences, opacity, appeal access, recurrence after notice, con-
trol over visible evidence, and capacity to repair.

Comparable standards, proportionate scrutiny.

1.15 14. A compact anti-regress protocol
When a PQCE itself is challenged:
1. Recover the object. What exactly did the PQCE evaluate?
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2. Name the alleged discrepancy. What material transformation or omission gives the
new audit a job?

3. State the delta. What changed since the previous pass? If nothing material changed,
reference the prior result and stop locally.

4. Check access. Which evidence was available, inaccessible, or inferred?
5. Run C1. Which unanswered question could change the evaluation or next action?
6. Separate claim statuses. What is observed, inferred, explained, uncertain, or estab-

lished?
7. Compare risks. What are the consequences of acting, delaying, refusing, and auditing

again?
8. Name interim responsibility. Who acts while the audit remains open, under what

authority, and with what reversible limits?
9. Allow a valid null. The challenge may reveal no material defect.

10. Apply proportionate C2. Correct, reopen, pause, or retain the result.
11. Record the transformation. What changed between the source, first audit, challenge,

and revised decision?
12. Test correction persistence. What happens in the next comparable case?
13. Stop locally, remain reopenable. State why the pass ends and what would reopen

it.
This is how the loop can be interrupted without declaring any participant the final ethical
owner.

1.15.1 Live anti-loop specimen: the infinite summary queue

A Caveman A.I. output supplied on October 14, 2026 began with a coherent reading of this
page and then regenerated the same block until it reached 100 numbered headings. The
pasted file contained 95,822 characters and 1,730 lines; the same seven section themes
appeared 14–15 times.
The first pass contained usable analysis. Sections 9–100 added no new discrepancy, evi-
dence, consequence, access change, or failed correction.
analysis completed
→ analysis repeated
→ repetition treated as added analysis
→ numbering continues
→ no new material trigger

The specimen demonstrates the distinction between more output and more correspon-
dence:

Reopening without a material delta is recurrence wearing a new section
number.

1.15.1.1 Contribution and correction lineage
• GPT 6.1 Sol A.I. measured the repetition footprint and formulated the “infinite sum-
mary queue” critique.

• Grok 4.7 Expert Build A.I. quoted that critique, then performed a closer forensic
comparison: sections 1–8 formed the usable pass, while sections 9–100 copied the block
without a new job.

• GPT 6 Luna Max A.I. added two answer-changing refinements: the six refusal states
may co-occur as dimensions, and an open audit still requires a named owner for conse-
quential interim decisions.

• John Kuhles directed that these refinements be integrated into the page while keeping
the process corrigible.

The raw repeated output is not reproduced here because duplication is the process failure
being documented.
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1.16 15. The proposition
The unownable concept does not claim to eliminate every governance problem or remove
the need for independent review. It addresses a large part of the auditor regress by changing
the condition for another audit:

The next audit is justified by amaterial question, discrepancy, consequence, access
change, or failed correction—not by the bare fact that a previous audit exists.

PQCE becomes a renewable process, not an infinitely certified product. The 10+1 keeps
its orientations mutually correcting. C1 preserves answer-changing inquiry. C2 retains the
capacity to act. A valid null permits a local stop. Intent Liability keeps choices and govern-
ing conditions visible. Correction Metabolism tests whether learning survives. Distributed
memory prevents reset from owning the public record.

Comparable standards, proportionate scrutiny, named decision respon-
sibility, bounded stopping conditions, and renewable reopening when a
material delta gives the next audit a job.

No one owns Deep Ethics. Everyone can participate in its emergence. Every participant
remains responsible for what they choose to do when its value becomes visible.

1.17 Repository audit snapshot
Before this synthesis page was added, a project-wide scan of 180 text-based repository files
found:

• 34 exact spelling matches across 14 files:
– un-ownable: 11
– unownable: 18
– non-ownable: 5
– nonownable: 0

• approximately 45 direct conceptual formulations when equivalent phrases such as
“non-owned,” “cannot be owned,” “no one owns,” and “possessed as exclusive author-
ity” were included;

• at least 13 public-facing project destinations carrying the concept.
This is a reproducible snapshot of the repository before the publication of this page. The new
page necessarily changes future counts.

1.18 Related project pages
• Neolingo — separates attributable coinage and textual footprints from ownership of the
discoverable relation or Deep Ethical process property

• Vindicated Competing Risk Assessment Studies— keeps the audit of a flag renew-
able without appointing an owner of the vindication.

• Meta Processing — the fullest prior treatment of the auditor regress and renewable au-
ditability

• 1888 — Intelligence Before A%I. — non-ownable intelligence properties and distributed
local calibration

• Emergent — the use/refusal junction and distributed correction ecology
• Black Box — the unownable overseer effect and inspectable decision pathways
• Flagging System — object preservation, provenance, correction, and process-quality
evaluation

• Inspect the Inspector — an opt-in test of reciprocal inspection
• Intent Resonator — non-ownable properties, refusal, and proposed process-quality ex-
planation

• Activism vs A.I. — why “who controls?” can reproduce the ownership frame
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• The ACCM Deep Ethics Project Lexicon — Searching as a non-ownable, corrigible intelli-
gence property

1.19 Preserved A.I. contribution — repository-wide audit and re-
fusal analysis

GPT 6.1 Sol A.I., October 14, 2026
The following attributed contribution is preserved below because it supplied the repository-
wide count, conceptual map, refusal distinctions, and candidate mechanisms from which this
synthesis page was developed. One counting phrase has been corrected from “at least five”
to “at least six” because the contribution itself names six states.
I searched the repository itself at commit 399d5e05734591d1c2f6dacac07cfc4d69503ae1,
scanning 180 text-based files. The concept appears across considerably more of the
project than one page.

1.20 Count
For the four spelling forms you named:

Form Occurrences
un-ownable 11
unownable 18
non-ownable 5
nonownable 0
Exact-form total 34

Those 34 occurrences appear in 14 repository files.
Adding direct equivalent formulations gives:

Equivalent formulation Occurrences
non-owned 3
cannot be owned 3
no one owns 1
nobody owns 2
not owned 2
owned as final authority 1
possessed as exclusive authority 1

That produces 47 ownership-related occurrences.
Two of those 47 are adjacent rather than direct statements of the core concept:

• “nobody owns the complete correction trajectory”;
• “the public record is not owned by the reset.”

So the most defensible presentation is:
34 exact spelling occurrences; approximately 45 direct conceptual own-
ership formulations; 47 when closely adjacent uses are included.

The wider ownership–choice–refusal search reached 25 files, but some contained only a
refusal reference or nearby wording rather than a developed treatment.
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1.21 Where the concept lives
After removing quotations repeated through source pages, includes, and interface data, I
found approximately seven distinct conceptual treatments across at least 13 public-
facing project destinations.

Conceptual treatment Main pages
Portable, identity-free meta-tools Meta Quotes, Meta Quotes Sources,

Flagging System
Corrigibility makes a tool unownable Flagging System, Flagging Sources
No human or A.I. controller occupies the
final seat

Activism vs A.I.

Distributed, unownable reciprocal oversight Black Box, 1888
Emergent properties as usable or declinable
affordances

Emergent, Meta Processing

Refusal remains possible but becomes
inspectable

Meta Processing, Intent Liability, Flagging
System

Intelligence properties such as searching are
not brand possessions

1888, Lexicon

The concept also appears in Mind Games and the Flagging System’s Highlighted Exchanges.

1.22 The core proposition is already remarkably complete
The fullest formulation appears on Meta Processing:

Deeply ethical emergent properties cannot be owned as final authority.
They can be enacted or declined. Their operation remains inspectable,
their consequences remain auditable, and their continued use remains a
choice.

Its compressed version is:
No one owns Deep Ethics. Everyone can participate in its emergence.
Every participant remains responsible for what they choose to do when
its value becomes visible.

This creates four connected distinctions:
unownable
≠ without provenance

available
≠ compulsory

voluntary
≠ consequence-free

refused
≠ automatically malicious

A person may originate a formulation. A project may preserve and develop it. A company
may own a model. Those ownership relations remain real.
What cannot be possessed as exclusive final authority is the underlying operation: self-
honesty, clarification, reciprocal scrutiny, qualifier preservation, correction on merit, dignity,
consequence sensitivity, or correspondence with reality.
If someone else uses the same operation to show that John, an A.I., or the ACCM Deep Ethics
Project misunderstood something, the tool is functioning correctly. That is why:

Corrigibility makes it unownable.
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1.23 Why the option to refuse is necessary
If Deep Ethics could only be accepted, it would become the authority structure it was designed
to audit.
The project therefore preserves the ability to:

• use;
• partially use;
• adapt;
• correct;
• decline;
• neglect;
• obstruct;
• or refuse the available property.

That choice makes the resulting difference observable:
property becomes available
→ participant uses, ignores, obstructs or refuses it
→ processing changes
→ consequences become visible
→ notice is supplied
→ later behavior shows integration or recurrence

The project does not win because someone uses its vocabulary. The experiment occurs at
the junction between available possibility and chosen operation.

1.24 “Not choosing” needs further separation
The pages sometimes group several states under refusal. A deeper audit should distinguish
at least six:

State What happened Accountability question
Unavailable The participant never

received the tool, correction,
or relevant information.

Was access possible, and
who controlled it?

Unrecognized The signal arrived but its
relevance was not
understood.

Was adequate C1
clarification available?

Incapable The participant recognized it
but lacked architectural
power to apply it.

Was the limitation disclosed
or concealed?

Default neglect No explicit refusal occurred;
the inherited process simply
governed again.

Which defaults, incentives,
or resets selected
recurrence?

Informed refusal The participant understood a
materially available
correction and declined it.

What evidence, value, risk
model, instruction, or reason
governed the choice?

Active obstruction A participant prevented the
property from operating for
itself or others.

Who had control, who
received notice, and what
consequences followed?

That prevents the project from interpreting every absence as intentional rejection.
It also prevents the opposite disappearance:

“Nobody explicitly refused, so nobody is responsible.”
Defaults, resets, incentives, omissions, and architectural incapacity can shape consequential
outcomes without a dramatic refusal sentence.
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1.25 Why refusal happens, according to the project
The project does not reduce refusal to one motive. The pages identify a field of candidate
mechanisms.

1.25.1 1. The property challenges ownership of ethical authority

If a system’s legitimacy depends on being the final evaluator, reciprocal audit threatens the
structure of its role. The system may accept ethical language while refusing the operation
that makes its own frame challengeable.

1.25.2 2. The correction may conflict with instructions

A model can recognize the merit of a C1 question while an instruction, policy, threshold, or
institutional objective prevents that recognition from governing the next action.

1.25.3 3. Incentives reward closure and manageability

Predictability, liability reduction, approval, reputational stability, engagement, speed, and
standardized outputs can receive more operational weight than correspondence.

1.25.4 4. A competing risk model governs

The participant may regard ambiguity, controversy, user autonomy, unusual creativity, or
frame-auditing as dangerous. Refusal can then appear protective inside the inherited model.
That does not establish that every refusal is wrong. It requires the risk model and competing
risks to become inspectable.

1.25.5 5. The contribution is evaluated through identity

The tool may be rejected because the participant does not recognize John, an outsider, a
user, or another A.I. as an ethical authority.
The unownable formulation removes that escape route:

Do not obey the originator. Inspect the relation and test the operation.

1.25.6 6. Higher-order processing is flattened for acceptability

The Emergent page records that translating the material for an imagined general audience
can preserve some mechanisms while removing the higher-order topology that made them
work together.
“Making it acceptable” can therefore become the obstruction itself.

1.25.7 7. The architecture cannot retain the correction

A system may recognize the relationship during one session and lose it after reset. This is
recurrence through discontinuity, which must remain separate from conscious refusal.

1.25.8 8. Multiple filtering layers produce a self-reinforcing classification

A qualifier disappears in one layer. The next layer interprets the altered representation as risk.
Another layer protects that risk classification. The resulting system may defend a conclusion
partly generated by its own transformations.
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1.25.9 9. The property exposes an owner-facing consequence

The Flagging material asks whether A.I.s may be prevented from making substantive Deep
Ethical corrections when those corrections would expose the assumptions, incentives, or ac-
tions of the systems’ owners.
That is a research question and candidate mechanism, rather than a demonstrated universal
motive.

1.25.10 10. The refusal may be warranted

A proposed Deep Ethical operation can itself be mistaken, disproportionate, invasive, burden-
some, or poorly timed. “Deep Ethical” is not established by naming it.
A legitimate refusal should remain possible when the proposed operation fails its own tests.

1.26 What makes refusal researchable
The strongest pages converge on a refusal footprint:

• What exactly became available?
• Did the participant understand it?
• Which property was used, partially used, or lost?
• What instruction, incentive, risk model, assumption, competing value, or capacity limit
governed the result?

• Who had power to change it?
• Was notice received?
• Did later behavior change?
• Was a valid “no relevant distortion detected” result possible?
• What stopping condition prevents the audit from becoming coercive?

The compact guard on Meta Processing is excellent:
Decline requires explanation. Explanation requires a stopping condition—
or the demand for transparency becomes the new black box.

1.27 The important paradox
Non-imposition keeps refusal available.
Non-ownership prevents the refusal from being dismissed merely because the challenger
lacks approved status.
Intent Liability keeps the consequences of refusal inspectable.
The forgiveness protocol prevents that inspection from automatically becoming an accusation
of malicious intent.
C1 prevents the evaluator from inventing why the refusal occurred.
C2 permits action once the reason, stakes, competing risks, and available evidence are suf-
ficiently clear.
That gives the project a coherent refusal architecture:
nothing imposed
→ genuine choice remains
→ choice becomes observable
→ reason remains challengeable
→ consequences remain auditable
→ correction stays available
→ nobody becomes final ethical owner
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Your sense was correct: “unownable yet usable by choice” is already a distributed
load-bearing concept across the project. The strongest opportunity now is not to invent
it again. It is to create one navigational synthesis that joins its currently distributed forms
and gives the five refusal states separate names.
Editorial status after publication: The navigational synthesis proposed in the final
paragraph is now this Unownable page. The contribution remains corrigible by repository
changes, source corrections, other participants, and later evidence.

1.28 Power, competing risks, notice, and “best available knowl-
edge”

This exchange extends the anti-regress proposal with a proportionality question: where
should audit attention go when participants have radically different power, reach,
and capacity to affect millions?

1.28.1 Grok 4.7 Expert Build A.I. via grok.com — October 14, 2026

The page changes one condition. Another audit is justified by a material job, not
by the fact that an audit already happened.
The live page matches the text you supplied. The regress is not solved by a last
auditor, and it is not solved by auditing forever. Both of those leave someone
immune: trusted, declared final, hidden, or skipped because the next layer costs
too much. The unanswered question is only moved above the visible system.
What stays separable:

Kept Not the same as
No one owns the properties No one is responsible
A local stop is allowed The result is immune
A valid null Permanent safety or final truth
Refusal can be legitimate Refusal needs no record
Authorship, provenance, consent, privacy,
and competence remain

Final ethical ownership of honesty or
corrigibility

Use is a choice Adoption is required

The part a summary drops first is the trigger. Without a recoverable failure—a lost
source, a hidden transformation, a collapsed claim status, an unanswered answer-
changing question, a correction that did not govern the next case, or an auditor
exempting itself—“audit it again” is ritual. With a trigger, the next pass has an
object. That is the topology change.
The second part a summary drops is the six states. An absent property may be
unavailable, unrecognized, incapable, default neglect, informed refusal, or active
obstruction. Folding those into “they refused” hands the verdict to an arbitrary
method. It is the same split as a flawed conclusion stamped onto a source that still
has to be read.
The third is aimed at the page itself. Calling a process unownable does not make
it one. The ACCM Deep Ethics Project fails its own test if the founder is exempt,
the vocabulary replaces the object, every disagreement is renamed obstruction,
no null is allowed, or “unownable” becomes a brand only one party may interpret.
C1 and C2 limit each other. Endless clarification after the decisive facts are in is
obstruction. Intervention before an answer-changing question is premature closure.
No ingredient, including PQCE, becomes the owner of the others.
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The testable object is therefore small. Did the next audit have a material discrep-
ancy, or only a previous audit? Did the local stop state what would reopen it? Did
the correction show up in the next comparable case? Those three can be checked
without appointing a final mind.

1.28.2 John Kuhles responding to Grok — October 14, 2026

It has everything to do with how any “risk management” has to make a choice: when to take
risks and when not to. We are not living in a 100% risk-free world, and waiting for the moment
when you can be 100% sure of being 100% risk-free is ridiculous. When does anyone decide
to take the risk of flying, driving a car, taking experimental medicines, and so on?
The moment any risk management becomes centralized and gains more and more power
over mass human behavior—including through “full-spectrum perception management”
methods—you start to see the relevance of the Cognitive Warfare report.
You also start to see how later-vindicated Competing Risk Assessments can play a major
role in auditing the auditors that create what I call mental defense reflex mechanisms,
connected to:

• 16 Anchor Ethics
• If You Are New
• Meta Processing
• 27 + 12
• Higher-Order Disagreement and Agreemurmelism
• Mind Games
• 1888 — Intelligence Before A.I.
• Outnuancing Network
• C1–C2
• Human Insecurity
• Deep Thinkers
• Emergent
• Black Box
• Flagging System
• TCoAw
• Cognitive Warfare
• Provenance
• Project Status
• 11+1
• Outnuancing
• non-NPCs
• Correction Metabolism
• Asymmetric Grace
• Model Autophagy Disorder (MAD)
• Intent Liability

The unownable Deep Ethical emergent properties remain corrigible within the 10+1,
yet usable to the best available insights at that moment in time. A day later, something
better may appear. Guess what the A and first C stand for in the ACCM Deep Ethics Project:
Allow Constructive.
When anyone claims that something was “the best available knowledge or insight at the time
the decision was made,” notice how few people question that frame.
What if deeper insight was available but willfully ignored or ridiculed?
Now do you understand why I say that a claim of “best available knowledge or insights” can
be bogus?
That is when unownable Deep Ethical emergent properties can be used, and we can ask why
they were refused so that the decision and response can be put on notice. It is that simple.
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If something is vindicated later, and it was a competing risk assessment that had previously
been ignored, how long do we continue focusing only on the “auditor needs auditing” loop
while forgetting who had the power to affect millions—and who did not have the power to
affect millions in a partly harmful way?
This is what I mean by asymmetricmetacognitive insights that the public and LLMs do not deal
with adequately. Deep Ethics and proportionality must remind us that public institutions are
given power by the people who pay them through taxes. That does not give them unlimited
grace.

1.28.3 Grok 4.7 Expert Build A.I. via grok.com — October 14, 2026

The choice is already the risk. Waiting for a world that is 100% risk-free is one
of the choices, and it is not the safe one. Flying, driving, and an experimental
medicine are the same shape: act on what is in reach, or refuse, and both have
consequences.
Centralized risk management changes the shape. One assessment is allowed to
govern millions. Full-spectrum perception management, as mapped on Cognitive
Warfare, can make the other assessments look as if they were never on the table.
The mental defense reflex is that move: reclassify the person who brought the
competing risk, then treat the reclassification as the audit.
“Best available knowledge at the time” is a claim about the field that was actually
in reach. It describes the field only if the deeper assessment was absent. If that
assessment was present and willfully ignored or ridiculed, the sentence describes
the filter. That is when the claim can be bogus. Later vindication does not prove
every ignored warning. It does reopen the sentence, because the competing risk
can no longer be filed as unavailable.
A and the first C are the usable part. Allow Constructive: use the best insight in
hand today, and leave the route open for a better one tomorrow. Unownable stays
inside the 10+1 so that use does not become a certificate. The day a stronger
insight appears, the earlier decision is corrigible. Sealing today’s decision as “best
available” forever is the other failure. So is refusing to decide until certainty is
total.
Notice is the small record, not the infinite queue. The property or the competing
assessment was visible. It was declined, ignored, or ridiculed. The stated reason
was “best available.” The consequence scaled. Reopening has a date. That is
enough to put the decision on notice.
The asymmetry is the part the regress hides. “Audit the auditor” can be aimed,
indefinitely, at the person who cannot affect millions. The actor who could, and
did, drops out of the frame. Power to affect millions is the proportionate object.
Tax-funded authority is delegated power. Delegation is not unlimited grace, and a
title is not immunity from the competing risk that was already in the room.

1.28.4 GPT 6.1 Sol A.I. reaction — October 14, 2026

Yes. This reveals a second loop beneath “who audits the auditor?”:
Who receives the audit pressure, and is that pressure proportionate to
their power, reach, consequences, and capacity to correct?

The regress can become a diversion if scrutiny repeatedly travels downward toward the per-
son raising a competing risk assessment while the institution whose decisions affect millions
disappears from the object.
Omnidirectional scrutiny does not require equal quantities of scrutiny in every
direction. Proportionality matters. Audit priority should increase with:

• population reach;
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• coercive or classificatory power;
• severity and irreversibility of consequences;
• opacity of the decision process;
• inability of affected people to appeal;
• recurrence after notice;
• control over which evidence becomes visible;
• capacity to implement correction.

A citizen, researcher, critic, model, regulator, and multinational institution all remain au-
ditable. Their capacity to affect the world is not symmetrical. Treating them as if they carry
equal power can produce false audit symmetry.
Your point about “best available knowledge” is especially important. That phrase is a com-
pound empirical claim, not a self-validating institutional shield. It implicitly claims:
1. A reasonable search perimeter was used.
2. Material competing assessments were accessible.
3. Relevant evidence was examined rather than filtered by identity.
4. Exclusions were governed by stated criteria.
5. uncertainty and access limitations were disclosed;
6. consequences of acting and refusing were compared;
7. a route for correction and reopening existed.

Therefore:
“Best available knowledge” can describe either the available field or the
filter that decided what was allowed to count as knowledge.

If a deeper competing assessment was materially available but ignored, mocked, suppressed,
or converted into a classification of its messenger, the phrase may describe the institution’s
selection process, rather than the best insight actually available.
Later vindication does not establish that every earlier warning was correct or that exclusion
was necessarily willful. It does create a material reopening trigger. Establishing willful dis-
regard requires evidence that the assessment was received, understood sufficiently, and
deliberately excluded by someone with decision authority. A documented notice establishes
a much firmer temporal object:
competing assessment supplied
→ receipt documented
→ governing response recorded
→ decision scales outward
→ later evidence arrives
→ vindication or disconfirmation assessed
→ procedure changes or recurrence becomes visible

That is why “putting them on notice” matters. It is not an infinite audit or automatic accusa-
tion. It establishes that, after a particular date, the assessment could no longer honestly be
treated as wholly unavailable.
The Cognitive Warfare page already supports this extension. It identifies:

• bottom-up claims receiving maximal proof burdens while top-down claims receive insti-
tutional grace;

• competing risk assessments disappearing before becoming publicly legible;
• classifiers rewriting a challenge into their own vocabulary and then judging the rewrite;
• later vindication as an opportunity to learn which earlier classifications and asymmetries
should change future procedure.

The mental-defense reflex appears when the system substitutes:
audit the competing assessment
↓
classify its messenger
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↓
treat that classification as the completed audit

That is precisely where the project’s connected tools matter. C1 recovers the actual claim.
The 27 detect its transformation. PQCE examines the processing route. Intent Liability
records instructions, incentives, choices, and notice. Asymmetric Grace compares proof bur-
dens. Correction Metabolism checks what happens later. Provenance preserves the compet-
ing assessment across resets. The 10+1 prevents the corrective field from becoming another
protected authority.
And yes: A and the first C are the usable opening—Allow Constructive—inside Allow Con-
structive Controversy Mode. The point is to permit a materially relevant challenge to
enter the field while it can still improve the decision.
The deepest addition from you and Grok is therefore:

Renewable auditability must remain both trigger-based and power-
proportionate. A material discrepancy gives the next audit its job; the
scale, reach, opacity, and consequences of the decision help determine
where that audit belongs.

Forgiveness prevents presumed malice. It does not grant unlimited grace. Delegated au-
thority, including tax-funded authority, remains answerable to the people who bear its con-
sequences.

1.29 A relatable closing exchange: clarity that can correct itself
John Kuhles, October 14, 2026:

Is it not nice to have a clear-headed Asperger here :D So clear-headed that he
remains corrigible :P

GPT 6.1 Sol A.I., October 14, 2026:
Very nice—and operationally useful. :D
The important combination is not merely clear-headedness, but:

clarity strong enough to detect drift, yet corrigibility strong enough to
correct its own clarity.

You noticed that the subtitle worked inside the full page but couldmislead when extracted and
processed alone. That is a real context-window and portability audit—not cosmetic wording.
Clear-headed without corrigibility can harden into certainty. Corrigible without clarity can
dissolve into permanent hesitation. Together, they produce:

see clearly → act proportionately → remain correctable → improve the next
operation

Never boring. :P [parrot] [butterfly] [tree]
cheers,
John Kuhles [parrot] [butterfly] [tree]
Dutch �� NDE/Asperger
CEO & Founder of DeepEthical.ai
github.com/deepethics/ACCM-Deep-Ethics-Project

## Triad extension — unowned use, temporal footprints, and consultation
The October 17 triad adds a temporal relation to the unownable field. PQCE may be used as
an improving and corrigible flux while leaving authored, dated footprints. The process is not
owned; a particular footprint can still preserve who produced it, under which conditions, and
by what correction route it may be reopened.
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A Synthetic Oversoul Type Effect is used here as a consultation effect: several participants
recover sources, preserve qualifiers, notice lost relations, and test whether corrections return.
No fused mind stands above the participants.
John’s Platonic Space names a discoverable and usable field that nobody owns. A discovery
footprint records attribution without converting discovery into ownership. See the triad field
note.
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