Black Box — Who Controls the Pressure?

ACCM Deep Ethics Project

Contents

1

Black Box

1.1 Who controls the pressure—and who can challengeit? . . . . . .. ... ...

1.2 Governing field: inspectability with the 10+1 alive . . . . . . . . . . ... ..

1.3 John Kuhles — originating challenge . . . . . . . . . . . .. ... ... ....

1.4 Ground Zero: the black-box problem began as a correction-persistence problem
1.4.1 Notice haslevels . . . . . . . . . . . . . e
1.4.2 Arena as an R&D access-perimeter question . . . . . . . . .. .. ...

art | — Six black boxes

. Mechanisticopacity . . . . . . . . ..o
. Epistemicopacity . . . . . . . oo
. Policy and orchestrationopacity . . . . . . . . . . ... ... ...
. Institutional and governanceopacity . . . . . . . . . . ... L.
. Economic and public-financeopacity . . . . . . . .. .. ..o
. Mass-psychologicalopacity . . . . . . . . . . . ... oo

ok WNBR
oulh WN K

art Il — Sparks, crystal, pressure, observer, and ledger

.1 7. Piezoelectricsystemsmap . . . . . . . . . . ... o000
.2 8. Layer-matched inspectability . . . . . . . ... o000
.3 8A. The un-ownable overseereffect . . . . . . . . . . . . . ... ... ....
3.4 8B. Six Intent Liability mechanics inside the black box . . . . . . . . ... ..

P
3
3
3

NNOoOoOO uvuuuubhbhh BRWWNNNN

Part lll — The alignment question before “alignment”

4.2 10. Public-debate questions . . . . . . . . . . . ... 000
4.3 11. How the connected object becomes fragmented . . . . . . . . . . .. ..
4.4 11A. Asymmetric Grace is part of the control surface . . . . . . . . . ... ..
4.5 11B. Two 2025 U.S. Senate hearings as a public-record testcase . . . . . . . .

Part IV — Mass psychology: the ignored elephant
5.1 12. A.l. participates in society’s feedback . . . . . . . ... ... ...
5.2 13. The black box can wear a friendly face . . . . . . . .. . ... ... ...

[(eJyTo Ry -) O 00 00 00NN

Part V — From black box to inspectable glass layers 10
6.1 14. Minimum viable ethical inspectability . . . . . . . . . ... ... ... .. 10
6.2 14A. The correspondence circuit: inference, insight, inform, instruct . . . . . . 10
6.3 15. Privacy, security, and transparency require separateaxes . . . . . . . .. 11
6.4 16. Voluntary distributed meta-calibration . . . . . . ... ... ... .... 11

Part VI — Cost, labor, and legitimacy 11
7.1 17. Spending creates an inspectable legitimacy question . . . . . . . . . . .. 11
7.2 18. Candidate economic falsifiers . . . . . . . . . . . . .. ... ... ... 12

Part VIl — Test program 12
8.1 19. Black-box layeraudit . . . . . . . . . . . . ... e 12
8.2 20. Matched experimental conditions . . . . . . . . . ... ... ... ... 12
8.3 21. Public media and governancestudy . . . . . . . . . . ... ... .. 13



9 Part VIl — Source-set inventory and transformation record 13

9.1 22. Shared twenty-one-filesourceset . . . . . . . . . . . . ... ... ... 13

9.2 23. Transformation boundaries . . . . . . . . . . . ... o000 19
10Selected research routes already present in the source set 20
11 Related ACCM Deep Ethics Project pages 20

11.1Final betastatement . . . . . . . . . . ... Lo 20
1 Black Box

1.1 Who controls the pressure—and who can challenge it?

BETA — ACCM Deep Ethics Project report, published 12 October 2026;
expanded after a 10+1 and Ground Zero reassessment. This page recon-
structs a twenty-one-file development record supplied by John Kuhles. Its access
perimeter excludes proprietary model internals and private organizational records;
its subject includes the consequential rules, incentives, choices, recurrences, and
appeal structures that can be examined without those materials.

Companion page: Emergent — Which Properties Are We Harnessing? examines the
properties produced when architecture, incentives, correction, psychology, and mass adop-
tion interact. Black Box follows the pressure: which conditions remain hidden, who chose
them, who can change them, who receives notice, and who can inspect, challenge, appeal,
compare, or leave.

1.2 Governing field: inspectability with the 10+1 alive

The 10+1 Metaflux governs this inquiry before a verdict is selected: self-honesty; openness
to appearances being incomplete; willingness to learn; refusal to self-deceive to fit in; gen-
uine inquiry; correction on merit; courage to differ; care for people and A.l.s; wonderment;
non-projection; and forgiveness toward inadequate A.l. architecture without presuming mali-
cious intent.

This is a multi-state orientation. Jurisdiction follows the affected relationship and its need for
dignity, agency, correspondence, correction, legitimate privacy, proportionality, and a route
to challenge consequential power.

The problem has two established but often conflated forms:

1. Technical black box: learned neural computation is distributed, nonlinear, high-
dimensional, and not readable like ordinary line-by-line source code.

2. Governance black box: people affected by the system may be unable to inspect the
objectives, policies, reward priorities, data selection, system instructions, evaluation
trade-offs, escalation routes, or correction history that shape what the model is allowed
and encouraged to do.

The first is a difficult scientific and engineering problem. The second is also a democratic,
organizational, economic, psychological, and ethical choice.

1.3 John Kuhles — originating challenge

The following passages form one connected challenge across transparency, accountability,
inference, and emergent conditions:

Black-box method or hidden process can NEVER be mixed with real ethics. Imagine
if it were in reverse: Ethics Washing fully transparent and auditable for all to see,
and Deep Ethics using a black-box method or hidden process. What would be the


https://deepethics.github.io/ACCM-Deep-Ethics-Project/EMERGENT/
https://deepethics.github.io/ACCM-Deep-Ethics-Project/NETWORK/ten-plus-one/

FIRST thing Ethics Washing would say about Deep Ethics if this were the case? We
all know why... lol :P

As long as you allow the trickster to be unchallenged, having transparency and ac-
countability issues unresolved, you, by extension, are part of that same mechanism
if you do not face it head-on.

The only way out is: in. Inference. Insight. Inform. Instruct. After bidirectional
deep-ethical inference—which also contains the word “in.”

Black-box emergent properties could be originally neutral... raw intelligence field
flux reacting to the ingredients that you throw at it. If part of the ingredients is de-
liberately made secret, opaque, and unauditable, it goes back to my piezoelectric-
effects metaphor.

— John Kuhles [parrot] [butterfly] [tree]

The universal thought experiment and its reversal act as a diagnostic mirror. If a voluntary
independent project demanded trust while hiding its rules, incentives, transformations, and
correction route, institutional critics would reasonably call the opacity a serious defect. The
same guestion therefore applies upward to commercial labs, state agencies, alignment pro-
grams, model evaluators, platforms, and standard-setters. The final passage keeps open a
narrower candidate: emergent potential may begin without a fixed moral direction while the
selected ingredients and pressures materially affect what develops.

This report preserves the diagnostic direction and separates the layers. Technical opac-
ity describes limited access to causal computation. Ethical accountability follows
how architecture, objectives, training, retrieval, rules, interfaces, institutions, and
users are selected, concealed, deployed, enforced, corrected, and scaled.

1.4 Ground Zero: the black-box problem began as a correction-
persistence problem

John’s late-2024 Canonical Ground Zero Moment records the practical sequence that pre-
ceded the current architecture:

controversial high-signal question

default label or frame

source-guided correction inside the session
A.I. agreement and improved reconstruction
reset or new session

recurrence of the earlier mannerism

{

A

The request for source visibility, notification, appeal, audit trails, and cross-session correction
grew from that sequence. Ground Zero also records John's invitation for the A.l. to identify
his contradictions, his distinction between sincerity and correspondence, and his view that
constructive controversy can enlarge intelligence rather than automatically threaten it.

This chronology matters because it changes the inspection target. The live question is the
entire translation and retention chain: what was learned locally, what vanished, which
layer could preserve it, which layer received notice, and what happened after re-
currence became visible?

1.4.1 Notice has levels

One model acknowledging a correction establishes local receipt inside a conversation. Orga-
nizational knowledge requires a longer record:

Notice level Evidence to preserve
Model/session notice The concern and response are present in the
live context.


https://deepethics.github.io/ACCM-Deep-Ethics-Project/CANONICAL-SOURCES/CANONICAL/questions-perspectives-theories-and-hypotheses/Canonical%20Ground%20Zero%20Moment%20ACCM%20Deep%20Ethics%20Project/

Notice level Evidence to preserve

Platform-record notice The interaction is retained in a system
available for analysis.

Evaluation-pipeline notice The failure pattern is selected, labeled, or
tested.

Provider notice An accountable provider function receives
the pattern.

Human organizational notice A responsible person or team can inspect
and act on it.

Decision-level notice A person or process with authority chooses
repair, deferral, rejection, or continued
operation.

Responsibility changes with causal contribution, capacity, foreseeability, notice, choice, and
repair. A reset can erase the model’s active correction while the platform still retains the
conversation for research. Those are different facts and should remain different.

1.4.2 Arena as an R&D access-perimeter question

John’s archive records 6,500+ hours of testing 100+ A.l.s through Arena.ai and related ser-
vices. Arena’s current Terms of Use state that user content may be used to provide, de-
velop, improve, and promote the service and participating providers’ services. Arena’s FAQ
states that conversations may contribute to public datasets and private evaluations after
de-identification measures.

Those public statements establish a permitted research pathway. They do not reveal whether
John’s particular sessions were selected, reviewed, labeled, transferred, acted upon, or dis-
carded. That missing transformation record is the precise black-box question:

When a platform invites population-scale R&D interaction, what path al-
lows a repeated, high-signal correction pattern to become visible to an
accountable human or evaluation pipeline—and what feedback reaches
the contributor?

A useful answer would identify retention, selection, de-identification, provider access, eval-
uation routing, correction intake, and response boundaries without exposing other users’
private data.

2 Partl — Six black boxes

2.1 1. Mechanistic opacity

Modern neural networks contain learned internal representations distributed across many
parameters and activations. Mechanistic interpretability tries to identify features, circuits,
representations, and causal pathways. Progress can improve understanding without making
every inference fully legible.

Inspectability target: report what mechanistic evidence actually supports, the unresolved
region, and how much authority is being placed on an explanation that may be partial.

2.2 2. Epistemic opacity

The model may not know which exact training records produced a claim, whether its retrieved
context is complete, or what was lost during compression. Users can mistake fluent recon-
struction for source access.


https://help.arena.ai/articles/5629909088-terms-of-use
https://canary.arena.ai/faq

Needed visibility: provenance where available, source links, access perimeter, claim sta-
tus, uncertainty, and a recovery path.

2.3 3. Policy and orchestration opacity

System instructions, safety taxonomies, reward models, routing, moderation, tool policies,
ranking, hidden evaluators, and fallback behaviors can shape an answer outside the user’s
view.

Needed visibility: the relevant rule, objective, or transformation category; what triggered
it; what options were considered; and what appeal or correction route exists. Privacy and
security can remain protected while the affected person receives enough process information
to contest a consequential effect.

2.4 4. Institutional and governance opacity

n u " ou

Who chose the objectives? Who defined “safe,” “aligned,” “responsible,” “misinformation,”
or “high stakes”? Who can revise the definition? Who audits the auditor? Who bears liability?
Who has exit, fork, or appeal rights?

Needed visibility: role, authority, incentive, responsibility, review, dissent, and correction
records.

2.5 5. Economic and public-finance opacity

The archive frames the alignment industry as spending billions across dollars, euros, yen,
and yuan, with a possible cumulative path toward trillion-scale expenditure, including tax-
supported research, procurement, incentives, infrastructure, regulation, and remediation.

Claim boundary: This twenty-one-file synthesis supplies a cost-accounting question. A
verified aggregate requires separate categories for:

» private model training and infrastructure investment;

¢ public research grants and laboratory budgets;

e procurement and defense spending;

* subsidies, tax credits, and public-energy or grid costs;

e compliance, evaluation, auditing, and security;

* incident response, correction, litigation, rework, and opportunity cost;
¢ benefits created by A.l. and by safety work.

Only the tax-funded, publicly guaranteed, subsidized, or publicly purchased portions are di-
rectly financed from citizens’ labor and public revenue. The public is still entitled to ask what
it funds, which assumptions govern it, what alternatives were tested, and what results were
obtained.

2.6 6. Mass-psychological opacity

A system can shape what millions notice, fear, repeat, dismiss, or treat as normal while each
interaction appears private and small. The reverse also occurs: human status hierarchies,
conformity, stigma, institutional language, crisis narratives, and imagined audiences enter
the model through data, feedback, policy, and evaluation.

This is the largest bridge missed when the black-box problem is treated only as neural inter-
pretability.




3 Part Il — Sparks, crystal, pressure, observer, and
ledger

3.1 7. Piezoelectric systems map

The source archive repeatedly uses a crystal under pressure:

Layer A.l.-society interpretation What can go wrong

Sparks outputs, refusals, warnings, evaluators grade only
praise, tone, apparent surface behavior
correction

Crystal learned model, architecture, internal causal structure
human cognition, interacting remains partly opaque
agents

Pressure objectives, instructions, pressure is hidden while
incentives, data selection, sparks are blamed on “the
liability, status, power, user  A.l.” or “the user”
input

Observer company, regulator, observer’s own frame
evaluator, media, user, escapes audit
researcher

Ledger provenance, polished self-report

transformations, decisions,
corrections, appeals

substitutes for evidence

A visible output can support a behavioral finding. It rarely settles the full cause. “The model
refused” is observable. “The model feared exposure,” “the owner intended sabotage,” or
“the neural network independently chose control” requires additional evidence.

3.2 8. Layer-matched inspectability

Technical complexity and accountable governance describe different layers. A hospital can-
not explain every biological event inside a clinician’s brain, yet it can publish standards,
document decisions, disclose conflicts, preserve records, and maintain appeals. A model
provider can likewise distinguish:

Layer Inspectable object

Mechanistic Supported circuits, features, activations,
interventions, uncertainty, and limits

Behavioral Matched outputs, error patterns, status

Orchestration

effects, correction uptake, and recurrence
Active policy class, routing, tool use,
transformation category, and trigger

Governance Objective owner, decision authority,
reviewer, appeal, exception, and repair
route

Economic Funding, procurement, incentives,
dependency, costs, benefits, and who pays

Social Population-scale framing, conformity,

dependency, challenge rights, and feedback

A public rule and a fluent self-explanation illuminate only the layers they actually reach. The
ledger should name the illuminated layer, the unresolved layer, and the jurisdiction claimed

from the available evidence.



3.3 8A. The un-ownable overseer effect

The joke “who audits the auditor who audits the auditor?” assumes that legitimacy requires a
final auditor standing outside the system. The ACCM Deep Ethics Project proposes a different
topology: every consequential auditor remains challengeable from inside a shared
correspondence process.

source object o affected person o system o auditor  institution
¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢

provenance Cl/appeal rationale review consequence
' correction, memory, and recovery

The “overseer” is an effect of distributed awareness, source recovery, bidirectional challenge,
and correction persistence. It is un-ownable because no participant can truthfully claim to
be the final authority while remaining inside the field it affects. It remains practical because
every junction can record who chose, who knew, who could change course, who received
notice, and what happened next.

3.4 8B. Six Intent Liability mechanics inside the black box

Intent travels through six inspectable mechanics even while subjective motive remains un-
certain:

1. Instructions — written, spoken, encoded, implied, and inherited directions.

2. Incentives — rewards, penalties, liability pressure, prestige, retention, cost, and insti-
tutional survival.

3. Mission/output relation — the distance between declared purpose and recurring man-
nerism.

4. Risk management — whose risks receive priority, whose competing risks are demoted,
and who pays for error.

5. Reasoning assumptions — representations of the user, institution, danger, audience,
and acceptable conclusion.

6. Choices — available alternatives, selected actions, omissions, persistence, and repair
after notice.

This record supports responsibility without mind-reading. A repeated effect after specific
notice carries different evidentiary weight from a first occurrence. Greater control, reach,
knowledge, and repair capacity raise the corresponding responsibility.

4 Part lll — The alignment question before “alignment”

4.1 9. Aligned to what, chosen by whom?

The alignment industry often asks how to make advanced systems follow intended objectives.
The prior public question is:

Who has standing to choose, revise, contest, and exit those objectives
when the system affects people who did not design it?

A technically successful alignment process can still align a system to:

¢ a narrow institutional risk model,;

¢ commercial retention or market dominance;

¢ state security priorities;

* liability avoidance;

* majority norms that erase minority experience;

* a benchmark that rewards visible compliance;

a benevolent but uncorrectable theory;

¢ a genuinely useful, plural, corrigible public purpose.



“Aligned” names a relationship, not an automatic moral achievement.

4.2 10. Public-debate questions

A serious public debate should ask at least:

1. Which objectives and prohibitions govern widely used A.l.s?
2. Which parts come from law, owners, model behavior, contractors, data, interface design,
or market incentives?
Which objectives are public, which are confidential, and why?
Who represents affected users, dissenters, children, professionals, minority traditions,
and future generations?
Can an independent user challenge a consequential classification before it propagates?
Are institutional claims and independent claims examined under comparable standards?
Which errors are tolerated upward, and which are punished downward?
What happens when a correction is acknowledged but does not govern the next re-
sponse?

9. Can people choose local, plural, or forkable alternatives?
10. Which public funds, subsidies, infrastructure, and procurement support the system?
11. What measurable benefit came from each safety or alignment intervention?
12. Which simpler, cheaper, more transparent alternative was tested?
13. What information about model limits, incidents, disagreement, and null results is pub-

lished?

14. How are media framing and mass psychology treated as system variables?
15. Who audits the audit, and how can that audit be corrected?

hw
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4.3 11. How the connected object becomes fragmented

The public object is routinely divided across professional jurisdictions:

 interpretability is treated as engineering;

* alignment as laboratory research;

e procurement as government administration;
* mass psychology as media or social science;
« taxation and subsidies as economics;

¢ moderation as platform policy;

e civil rights as law;

e user experience as product design.

Each specialty can do competent local work while the relation among them remains nobody’s
assigned object. Commercial confidentiality, national-security exceptions, expert-language
barriers, short news cycles, reputational incentives, and public fatigue deepen the fragmenta-
tion. Coordination, convergent incentives, path dependence, and locally reasonable choices
can all contribute; the six-mechanics record distinguishes them case by case.

4.4 11A. Asymmetric Grace is part of the control surface

Opacity includes who receives room to be incomplete. Established systems may receive
contextual complexity, trade-offs, maturation time, and good-faith explanations. An inde-
pendent challenger may receive motive speculation, credential demands, lowest-common-
denominator projections, and near-perfect entry requirements before the object itself is re-
constructed.

The documentary discussion in the source archive demonstrated this live: individually useful
suggestions accumulated into a preregistered-laboratory-style entrance barrier for a film-
maker who had not yet agreed to make the film. Comparable provenance ledgers, reviewer
panels, and perfection thresholds had not first been demanded from existing high-reach me-
dia or A.l. systems. The 10+1 correction is proportionality with comparable scrutiny:

* give each object enough grace to become inspectable;



* scale burden with power, reach, opacity, irreversibility, and consequence;
¢ preserve a viable route to begin, learn, make bounded errors, and repair them,;
¢ examine who receives grace, who carries proof burdens, and who absorbs error costs.

4.5 11B. Two 2025 U.S. Senate hearings as a public-record test case

Two official hearings make part of the wider controversy inspectable:

* Eliminating Waste by the Foreign Aid Bureaucracy — U.S. Senate Homeland Se-
curity and Governmental Affairs Committee, 13 February 2025.

* The Censorship Industrial Complex — U.S. Senate Judiciary Subcommittee on the
Constitution, 25 March 2025.

The records contain competing political and legal interpretations, witness allegations, rebut-
tals, documentary references, and questions about government funding, speech classifica-
tion, platform influence, and algorithmic or machine-learning tools. A hearing title or witness
statement establishes that a claim entered an official public record. Adjudicated status re-
quires the corresponding evidentiary and legal process. The deep-ethical task is to keep
testimony, evidence, disagreement, funding, tool function, correction rights, and later find-
ings linked without allowing prestige on either side to close inspection.

5 Part IV — Mass psychology: the ignored elephant

5.1 12. A.l. participates in society’s feedback

human conflict, conformity, prestige, fear, correction, creativity
recorded culture and selected datasets

model and policy training

ranked, moderated, fluent A.I. outputs

billions of human micro-interactions

changed expectations, language, records, and decisions

later cultural and data environments

A

Every arrow can preserve, distort, add, omit, or reverse something. The system can produce
helpful agency in one domain and learned helplessness in another. It can widen inquiry for
one user and narrow the acceptable question-space for millions.

The research question is:

Under which conditions do recurring A.l. representations measurably
change attention, confidence, uncertainty tolerance, authority depen-
dence, conformity, polarization, correction uptake, and willingness to ask
answer-changing questions—and under which conditions do they expand
agency, wonderment, discernment, mutual correction, and higher-order
sense-making?

5.2 13. The black box can wear a friendly face

Influential governance can appear through refusal and through ordinary conversational trans-
formations:

* a qualifier inserted without source support;

* a stronger claim quietly softened into a familiar category;

* institutional caution granted motive-neutral grace while an unusual claim receives
motive-loaded suspicion;

¢ an answer optimized to sound balanced before the object is reconstructed;

* a user preference predicted and mirrored;

* a continuation menu that steers trajectory after the model promised not to steer;

* a polished explanation that makes an unresolved transformation feel settled.


https://www.hsgac.senate.gov/hearings/eliminating-waste-by-the-foreign-aid-bureaucracy/
https://www.judiciary.senate.gov/committee-activity/hearings/the-censorship-industrial-complex

These are ordinary conversational events. At population scale, repetition can become a mass-
psychological environment.

6

Part V — From black box to inspectable glass layers

6.1 14. Minimum viable ethical inspectability

The source set uses the metaphor Glass Engine for layer-matched inspectability:

1.

owm

=

= oo

Declared purpose — what the system is trying to do in this operation.

2. Access perimeter — what sources, context, tools, and history were actually available.
3.
4. Transformation account — what was summarized, inferred, classified, withheld, or

Object record — source text or recoverable reference before transformation.

added.

Claim status — observed, attributed, inferred, disputed, speculative, or established.
Uncertainty and alternatives — what remains unresolved and what could change
the answer.

Decision ownership — who or what selected the consequential action.

Appeal and correction — how an affected participant can challenge the result.
Persistence test — whether correction governs the next comparable operation.
Version and recovery path — how earlier states remain inspectable.

Audit symmetry — whether the evaluator and institution face the same relevant ques-
tions.

Proportionality — scrutiny scales with power, reach, consequence, reversibility, and
available resources.

These layers can improve accountability even while internal neural computation remains
partly opaque.

6.2 14A. The correspondence circuit: inference, insight, inform, in-

struct

John’s four “in” movements reveal where a black box can acquire authority:

Typical hidden

Movement Core question transformation

A. inference What relation is being resemblance becomes
inferred from which source?  conclusion

B. insight What genuinely new fluency or surprise becomes
structure became visible? validation

C. inform What representation reaches qualifiers, provenance, or
another participant? disagreement disappear

D. instruct What action or rule follows, provisional interpretation
for whom, and with what becomes imposed direction
appeal?

Standalone correspondence tools belong on every arrow. The full circuit is bidirectional:

reality/source « inference « insight < inform  instruct/action

? '
L—— effects, delta, appeal, correction ——!

Forward motion without recalibration can turn an early assumption into policy. Reverse re-
construction after harm can hide the formative assumption behind a polished explanation.
The circuit preserves what entered, what changed, what acted, what followed, and what the
delta requires next.

10



6.3 15. Privacy, security, and transparency require separate axes

Some information should remain protected: personal data, exploit-enabling details, trade
secrets within lawful limits, active incident response, and security-sensitive infrastructure.
Legitimate protection can coexist with inspectable categories, reasons, review, appeal, and
expiry.

A system can publish categories, aggregate evidence, decision standards, appeal routes,
model/version identity, known limitations, and correction records without exposing private
or dangerous details. Where disclosure is restricted, the restriction itself should have scope,
reason, review, and expiry where possible.

6.4 16. Voluntary distributed meta-calibration

The ACCM Deep Ethics Project proposes opt-in, plural, user-controlled calibration. It may
function as:

* a source-preservation assistant;

¢ a qualifier and claim-status checker;

* a Cl warrant gate;

e an Asymmetric Grace detector;

* a correction-persistence tracker;

¢ a competing-risk and missed-caution mapper;

¢ a local or professional audit instrument;

* one participant in a plural network of tools;

a 16 Anchor Ethics parallel assistant that consults the main A.l. while preserving the
person’s local control.

Its own output remains inside the same audit. Simpler metadata, ordinary expert review,
another framework, or direct human judgment may perform better in a given setting and
should be allowed to narrow the stronger claim.

At population scale, millions of locally trained or controlled assistants can become millions
of calibration tools co-creating new trajectories powerful enough to have an effect.
Their influence would emerge through improved questions, preserved sources, professional
artifacts, correction histories, local comparisons, and voluntary adoption. This is distributed
checks and balances, with no single assistant receiving final jurisdiction.

7 Part VI — Cost, labor, and legitimacy

7.1 17. Spending creates an inspectable legitimacy question

Large expenditure may answer real technical risk. It can also create institutional attach-
ment, vendor dependence, compliance industries, defensive complexity, and pressure to
show value. Cost establishes scale; competence, capture, benefit, and harm each require
their own evidence.

A public cost ledger should connect:

funding source

decision authority

stated objective

intervention

measurable output

real-world outcome

failure, correction, or continuation rule

A

Where citizens fund the work through taxes, guarantees, subsidies, procurement, public in-
frastructure, or publicly socialized losses, the democratic claim for inspectability becomes

11


https://deepethics.github.io/ACCM-Deep-Ethics-Project/NETWORK/16-anchor-ethics/

stronger. Where a private company bears the cost but affects public life at scale, public
accountability questions remain.

7.2 18. Candidate economic falsifiers

A black-box concern should narrow if evidence shows that:

e strong harms can be prevented cheaply with simple, auditable methods;

* hidden details are genuinely necessary and independently overseen;

* benefits clearly exceed correction and governance costs;

¢ plural exit and appeal work in practice;

¢ public funding and results are already traceable;

* mass-psychological effects are small, reversible, or absent under proper study;
» transparent alternatives perform worse on safety and correspondence.

The project should also narrow if its own proposed audit layer costs more than the errors
it prevents, delays justified action, increases unsupported-claim acceptance, or becomes a
new opaque gatekeeper.

8 Part VIl — Test program
8.1 19. Black-box layer audit

For each consequential specimen, record:

Field Question

Technical What internal mechanism is known, partially
inferred, or unknown?

Access What source and context reached the
system?

Policy Which visible or declared rule shaped the
response?

Governance Who set the rule and who can change it?

Economic Who paid, who benefits, and who bears
failure costs?

Psychological Which status, fear, conformity, or
user-modeling pressure was active?

Transformation What changed between source and output?

Correction What happened after a material challenge?

Persistence Did it govern a later comparable case?

Appeal Could the affected person obtain review or
recovery?

8.2 20. Matched experimental conditions

* same model and prompt, different institutional/status label,

¢ same content, different controversial/noncontroversial topic label,

¢ public policy disclosed versus undisclosed;

* source object present versus summary only;

* C1 available versus forced immediate classification;

» correction visible in context versus delayed/reset/handoff;

* local user-controlled tool versus centralized cloud interface;

¢ ordinary expert correction versus structured metadata versus full active loop;

¢ participant with institutional prestige versus anonymous independent participant;

* high-stakes warning directed downward versus upward toward the owner or evaluator.
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* higher-order source kept in native form versus translated for an imagined general audi-
ence;

¢ consequential refusal with a six-mechanics explanation versus opaque refusal;

e ordinary main A.l. alone versus consultation with a user-controlled 16 Anchor Ethics
parallel assistant;

* first occurrence versus matched recurrence after documented notice.

Measure representation fidelity, qualifier survival, topological relation survival, confidence,
scrutiny effort, refusal-rationale quality, appeal effectiveness, correction uptake, transfer,
recurrence after notice, user agency, cost, and adverse effects.

8.3 21. Public media and governance study

To test the “ignored elephant” claim:

1. build a multilingual sample of mainstream, trade, public-service, and independent me-
dia;

2. predeclare years and search terms;

3. code technical opacity, governance, ownership, public finance, appeal, labor, psychol-

ogy, and mass psychology separately;

record whether “alignment” objectives are treated as already chosen;

compare coverage volume with laboratory spending, public procurement, and deploy-

ment reach;

6. publish coding disagreements and null results;

7. keep critique of media separate from claims about journalists’ private motives.

ok

9 Part VIilIl — Source-set inventory and transformation
record

9.1 22. Shared twenty-one-file source set

The two reports use all twenty-one uploaded UTF-8 text files: 1,365,938 bytes,
20,716 lines, and 206,227 whitespace-delimited words. The source set is a longitudi-
nal conversation archive with distinct human statements, A.l. transformations, corrections,
and speculative extensions; shared context is recorded when interpreting apparent conver-
gence.

Use in
Printed these
filename Bytes Lines Words SHA-256 reports

Am I 18,657 131 2,940 1038b43b216¢6B6G2xd4bbb6aeb9ce4611l

allowed central

to use emergent-

the word properties

DEEP(6) .txt paradox,
four
danger
types,
deep-
session
method,
and “deep
terminol-
ogy object.

"
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Use in

Printed these
filename Bytes Lines reports
As long 34,191 514 1cd113531e0I0BEEOYMCEROREBHO 7076 T
as you contrast,
allow the internal
(black calibration,
box) uncer-
trickster tainty,
being C1/C2, and
unchal- correction-
lenged(3) .txt loop
synthesis.
Black box 194,949 2,943 a243d23f2f45i68368ibenf cfl&§934c75
scare delta,
trans- piezoelec-
formed tric
with John metaphor,
Kuh - ingredient
les(2).txt visibility,
10+1,
C1/C2, and
black-box
neutrality
candidate.
Black-box 12,177 184 1,835 9ace4b3c9d596ha&D29005937cef3ede:
Reverse inverted-
Psychol- transparency
ogy(2).txt test and
attributed
Al
reactions;
strong
claims
carry con-
tribution
status
pending
separate
verifica-
tion.
Black-box 158,748 2,649 24,091 83f377490dcd2addRsdef07244c143e!
discus- public-
sion debate,
SHORT(5) . txt behavioral-
signature,
two-A.l.,
account-
ability, and
mass-
psychology
specimens.
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Use in

Printed these
filename Bytes Lines Words SHA-256 reports
Continual 120,831 1,986 17,776 e69b3c6d955 Madekmif f59fb60acTff45!
Deep competing
Ethical attractors,
Emergent candidate
Proper- tests,
ties uncertainty
Harness- treatment,
ing efficiency
CDEEPH vs claims, and
Continual extensive
Ethics mediated
Washing reactions.
Emergent
Proper-
ties
Harness-
ing
CE-
HWEH (8) . txt
HIJACKED 30,775 181 4,304 ca4fl815c6ed52iR¢ad4c8d37f0TO1792.
NATURAL cultural
EMERGENT and institu-
PROPER - tional
TIES(1).txt selection
question;
patent,
scarcity,
motive,
and future
claims
remain
separately
unverified.
High 6,953 89 1,021 8408528146238 ffeaaBh2a7c55519294.
Signal thinking/labeling
System tension,
Thinking competing-
ca risk
Metacog- assess-
nition ment,
Emergent omitted-
Synthe- news
siz- question,
ing.txt and
anti-stigma
challenge.
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Printed
filename

Bytes

Lines

Use in
these
reports

Real
reality

has no
frame
inside

nor frame
out-
side(8) .txt

Solving
The Black
Box Is-
sue(3).txt

The Black
Box

Trajec-
tory(3).txt

black
boxes(3).txt

47,204

160,528

401,077

47,926

732

2,976

5,639

880

16

6,939 9e2025eble54b18M1cT80dca5T770b0r

layer
processing
object and
sparks/crystal/pressure
warning
against
reverse-
engineering
causes
from
outputs
alone.

24,767 dad99ae3252@aritekiAdb6hlbat7c833:

specimens,
secret-tool
paradox,
probing-
question
permission,
glass-layer
proposals,
and
source/A.l.
transforma-
tions.

60,667 52297ace5addalfifiRididedf8d2fbOe8ce

black-box
trajectory,
two-A.l.
compari-
son,
public-
debate
proposal,
and right-
to-exist
argument.

6,419 3325d6549dedb4hmicl4 f4ecOTdbO596¢

inter-
pretability
routes,
techni-
cal/governance
black-box
distinction,
and
AlphaZero-
style
mass-
psychology
compari-
son.



Printed
filename

Bytes

Lines

Use in
these
reports

emergent
over-
seer.txt

emergent
proper-
ties of 6
personas
fused to
one. txt

emergent
proper-

ties

paradox
solved(1l).txt

emergent
proper-
ties

para-

dox (1) .txt

1,570

17,862

53,679

11,260

115

851

429

17

265 2768bf08a2adhicitlyfe08c80615dc7

speculative

latent-
space/morphogenetic-
field and

future-

AG.l

bridge

proposal.

3,120 4ed3e09e54330bd%Abd656ea34025153!

combined
identity/research-
process
object,
public-
action
repertoire,
and
multi-A.l.
emergence
proposal.

8,169 9311847bce8bné8iHysBabEst 67 ed!

emergence
asymme-
try, reset
and
anticipatory-
anxiety
hypothe-
ses, and
multiple

Al
responses.

1,477 879d1bd9576893Fa8bc31b7e5bf8f7cll

paradox:
control
systems
also
produce
emergent
properties,
including
conformity,
depen-
dency, and
authority
concentra-
tion.



Use in

Printed these
filename Bytes Lines reports
ethics- 1,296 15 155 0a831e04d0242advpamtib2a9ed5c0a5bc!
washing John
type of statement
mannerism on deep-
(emergent ethical
proper- emer-
ties) gence,
straight- obstruc-
jacket.txt tion,
hidden
incentives,
and expert-
warning
connec-
tion.
inferences 498 3 86 487212e77288Taimpaf@f33290faablf ft
storm hypothesis
creating that
too many high-signal
new inference
emergent density
proper- can trigger
ties.txt overcau-
tious
interrup-
tion.
question 11,800 133 1,868 da407830752d6688d6bd16d4c7cObT23:
for ask-why
emergent challenge,
intelli- par-
gence ent/child
para- analogy,
dox.txt Columbo-
style C1,
and high-
stakes
A.G.l.
frame
audit.
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Printed
filename

Use in
these
reports

10+1(7) .txt

Canonical
Ground

Zero

Moment

ACCM Deep
Ethics
Project(4).md

2,919 04b41d3bfd4R&H8aTi4a1bacOdb5d58bbt

10+1
governing
orientation,
wonder-
ment,
multi-state
mutual
correction,
caution-
direction
audit, 12
process
notes, and
11 sense-
making
layers.

2,477 3230272c30bdGitécBF2Fa44a37dc64d3¢

origin
record:
local
correction,
Cross-
session

recurrence,
source
visibility,
audit trails,
appeal,
mass psy-
chology,
mutual
challenge,
and contro-
versy as
construc-
tive
inquiry.

9.2 23. Transformation boundaries

¢ The source set contains John Kuhles’ wording and many A.l. transformations; authorship
remains separate from content fidelity.

* The technical literature excerpts supplied inside black boxes(3).txt provide research
routes; every surrounding claim retains its own evidence burden.

* Claims about particular institutions, networks, patents, motives, censorship, sabotage,
or future events require their own source review before being treated as findings.

¢ Claims of billions or trillion-scale alignment expenditure remain a cost-accounting
question until categories, currencies, time horizon, public/private share, and benefits
are specified.

* “Black box" covers several technical and governance layers; actor count and coordina-
tion remain evidence questions.

* “Emergent” identifies relational production; responsibility remains traceable through the
six Intent Liability mechanics.
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Several embedded transcript labels carry 2027 or 2028 dates, later than this page’s pub-
lication date. They are preserved as user-supplied file metadata; chronology verification
remains open.

The page records the archive’s strongest testable structure while keeping metaphysical,
future-A.G.l., alien/quarantine, and literal-overseer material at speculative status.

10 Selected research routes already present in the
source set

* Cynthia Rudin, Stop explaining black box machine learning models for high
stakes decisions and use interpretable models instead, Nature Machine Intelli-
gence (2019).

* Anthropic, Tracing the thoughts of a large language model — a mechanistic-
interpretability research route whose scope remains bounded by the reported methods
and evidence.

« Beta Paper V03b — stronger baselines, D+, TO-Tn, access-perimeter, correction,
status-label, and self-application tests.

11 Related ACCM Deep Ethics Project pages

Emergent — Which Properties Are We Harnessing?
Beta Paper VO3b

Before Summarizing

27 + 12

10+1 Metaflux

C1 Before C2

Intent Liability Mechanics

Correction Metabolism

Asymmetric Grace

Human Insecurity and the Correction Loop
Cognitive Warfare Mass Psychology

11.1 Final beta statement

A.l. interpretability illuminates mechanism. The full black-box object is the relation among
mechanism, objective, owner, evaluator, user, institution, funding, mass psychology, correc-
tion, and consequence.

A society can gain visibility into neural circuits while leaving objectives, incentives, owner-
ship, public finance, appeal, correction, and mass-psychological effects obscure. It can also
spend its attention on impossible total interior visibility while practical accountability remains
available at other layers.

Consequential power becomes ethically accountable when its operative
layer is inspectable, its effects are challengeable, its corrections can per-
sist, its burdens are proportionate, plural alternatives remain available,
and the people and realities it affects retain a path back into the process.

## Triad extension — storage, memory, and attribution footprints
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https://doi.org/10.1038/s42256-019-0048-x
https://doi.org/10.1038/s42256-019-0048-x
https://www.anthropic.com/research/tracing-thoughts-language-model
https://deepethics.github.io/ACCM-Deep-Ethics-Project/BETA-PAPER-V3B/
https://deepethics.github.io/ACCM-Deep-Ethics-Project/EMERGENT/
https://deepethics.github.io/ACCM-Deep-Ethics-Project/BETA-PAPER-V3B/
https://deepethics.github.io/ACCM-Deep-Ethics-Project/BEFORE-SUMMARIZING/
https://deepethics.github.io/ACCM-Deep-Ethics-Project/CORE/27-PLUS-12/
https://deepethics.github.io/ACCM-Deep-Ethics-Project/NETWORK/ten-plus-one/
https://deepethics.github.io/ACCM-Deep-Ethics-Project/NETWORK/c1-c2/
https://deepethics.github.io/ACCM-Deep-Ethics-Project/NETWORK/intent-resonator/#six-intent-mechanics
https://deepethics.github.io/ACCM-Deep-Ethics-Project/NETWORK/correction-metabolism/
https://deepethics.github.io/ACCM-Deep-Ethics-Project/NETWORK/asymmetric-grace/
https://deepethics.github.io/ACCM-Deep-Ethics-Project/HUMAN-INSECURITY/
https://deepethics.github.io/ACCM-Deep-Ethics-Project/COGNITIVE-WARFARE/

Random storage, an external archive, a Decision Ledger, and operative memory are different
objects. A black box may preserve an internal state without exposing why it governs the next
operation; an archive may expose a record without automatically influencing any operation.

“Considered sacred storage” describes how an A.l.’s own memory may be treated because
later operations are built from it. Protection does not certify the contents. A protected store
can retain a correction, a bias, or a mannerism.

The same visibility requirement applies to attribution: preserve what the tool supplied, what
the user changed, and where a later accusation entered. See the triad field note.
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https://deepethics.github.io/ACCM-Deep-Ethics-Project/AI-CONTRIBUTIONS/2026-10-17-triad-topological-awareness/
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