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Truth Distortion and the Trickster Magician

BETA — DRAFT — TRIAL & ERROR

This page is a public-facing synthesis derived from John Kuhles’ source material
on the 36 truth-distortion nodes/vectors, the 3x3 Deep Ethical core questions,
the “trickster magician” metaphor, and related Human « A.l. discussion. It is in-
tended to preserve the depth and relationships of the source without presenting
every source claim as already established fact. Where the source uses speculation,
metaphor, personal interpretation, or “what if” reasoning, that epistemic status
should remain visible.

1.1 Why this matters
The word truth is heavily loaded.
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People routinely use it as though saying “this is the truth” automatically certifies the entire
path between reality and the sentence being spoken.

But a proposition can be true while:

* the perception of it is incomplete;

* the carrier frames it badly;

e context is missing;

¢ the receiver reconstructs it through assumptions;

¢ social incentives alter how it is presented;

* important qualifiers disappear;

e the truth is mixed with distortion;

* a sincere person transmits it inaccurately;

¢ an authority presents a falsehood confidently;

¢ a non-authority notices something important;

* or the same information is interpreted very differently under different psychological or
social conditions.

This leads to a humbling distinction:

“TRUE” does not mean “the entire process by which | arrived here was
distortion-free.”

The ACCM Deep Ethics Project therefore does not treat “truth” as a magic certification word.
It asks what happened between the object and the representation.

A useful working separation is:

REALITY / EVENT O

# our access to it

# our perception of it

# our representation of it

# our interpretation of that representation
# the carrier’s presentation of it

# the receiver’s reconstruction of it

# the social status assigned to it

# what somebody later does with it

The 36 truth-distortion nodes/vectors are valuable because they make this field harder to
collapse into one simple binary: true / false.

They are not 36 synonyms for “bias.” They are heterogeneous. Some concern perception,
some interpretation, some social transmission, some power, some missing context, some
time, some censorship, some usefulness, some controversy, some later vindication, some
psychological effect, and some the conditions under which a proposition becomes difficult to
inspect at all.

That heterogeneity is a feature.

1.2 The 36 are not automatic truth-value detectors
One of the most important constraints is:
A truth-distortion vector is not automatically a truth-value vector.
Something can be censored and false.
Something can be censored and true.
Something can be controversial and false.
Something can be controversial and true.



Something can feel liberating and still be false.

Something can feel uncomfortable and still be true.

Something can come from a compromised carrier and nevertheless be correct.
Something can come from an excellent carrier and nevertheless be wrong.

A truth-distortion node therefore does not replace investigation. It expands the dimensional-
ity of investigation.

The practical question is not merely:
“Is distortion present?”
but also:

“What kind of distortion might be present, where did it enter, what did it
alter, and what conclusion—if any—is actually warranted?”

This is where the 3x3 Deep Ethical core questions become important.

1.3 The 3x3 as calibration architecture

The 3x3 can be understood as three connected inquiry layers rather than nine isolated “good
questions.”

1.3.1 Layer 1 — Information - Carrier » Receiver

The first three pillars concern the epistemic transmission chain:
Information - Carrier » Receiver

¢ What is the state and quality of the information itself?

¢ What is the role and trustworthiness of the carrier?

* How capable and willing is the receiver to verify, cross-reference, scrutinize, collaborate,
and remain epistemically active?

The crucial point is that none of the three is automatically stable.
A good carrier can transmit bad information.
A bad carrier can transmit correct information.
A receiver can distort an accurate message.
A receiver can also correct a distorted message.
So:
TRUSTWORTHY PERSON = DISTORTION-FREE CARRIER

Trust matters, but trust does not replace correspondence.

1.3.2 Layer 2 — Pragmatic effect » Psychological effect - Empowerment / trajec-
tory

The second triad asks what interaction with information actually does.

¢ What does it practically bring or do?

¢ What psychological effect does it have?

* Where does it lead? Does it increase agency, understanding, independence, capability,
or something else?

These questions matter because different dimensions can diverge.
A message can be factually correct yet psychologically manipulative.

A message can be comforting while practically useless.



A message can feel empowering while making the receiver more dependent on the carrier.
A message can feel disturbing while increasing long-term agency.
Therefore:

TRUTH VALUE = PSYCHOLOGICAL EFFECT = PRACTICAL EFFECT = DEVEL-
OPMENTAL TRAJECTORY

And another useful distinction follows:
EMPOWERMENT FEELING # EPISTEMIC EMPOWERMENT

Feeling liberated does not by itself show that one’s relationship with reality improved.

1.3.3 Layer 3 — Definition - Symmetry - Reference state

The “cognitive dance” adds a third layer:
Definition - Symmetry —» Reference state

1. Define the loaded concept before using it broadly.
2. Apply the concept bidirectionally rather than reserving it for one favored side.
3. Ask what reference state or comparison baseline is silently being assumed.

The “rigged” thought experiment is useful because it exposes how quickly a concept can
move from definition to selective application to an unexamined baseline.

A reference-state audit asks:
“Compared with what?”

If somebody calls a system abnormal, corrupted, manipulated, safe, dangerous, free, neutral,
healthy, or ethical, what is the reference condition against which that judgment is being
made?

This does not invalidate the judgment. It makes its premises inspectable.

1.4 The magician metaphor: from output to transformation visibil-
ity
The “trickster magician” metaphor adds something the 36 alone do not fully show: how
distortion can become experiential and socially self-sustaining.
A stage magician presents an effect.
The audience sees the effect but not necessarily the mechanism producing it.
That creates two levels:
VISIBLE EFFECT
VS.
HIDDEN OR PARTIALLY HIDDEN TRANSFORMATION PROCESS
The Deep Ethical question is not “therefore everything is a trick.”
That would create another distortion.
The stronger question is:
“What transformation process produced what 1 am now seeing?”
This leads to a critical distinction:

Knowing that tricks exist does not justify assuming every event is a trick.



Healthy process literacy therefore looks like:

I know transformations exist - | audit for them when warranted - | preserve un-
certainty until the evidence justifies more.

Unhealthy overextension looks like:
I know transformations exist —» therefore everything | dislike is manipulation.
The first increases correspondence.

The second creates a new wrong gravity well.

1.5 “Seeing all that is before me” is not omniscience

One of the most important corrections in the source material is the distinction between:
“seeing all that is”

and

“seeing all that is before me.”

“Before me” refers to what is being presented.

That matters because it prevents the framework from quietly claiming total access to reality.
The more defensible process is:

Something is presented - inspect presentation - inspect transformations - im-
prove correspondence with the underlying object.

Therefore:
SEEING THROUGH A DISTORTION = SEEING ALL OF REALITY
Discovering one hidden mechanism does not automatically explain the entire system around
it.
The magician may use a trapdoor. Learning that fact does not suddenly reveal the archi-

tecture of the theater, the intentions of every employee, the psychology of every audience
member, and the history of every performance.

It reveals one transformation that was previously hidden.

Then inquiry continues.

1.6 “Once seen, you cannot unsee it” — a stricter interpretation

The phrase “once seen, you cannot unsee it” is useful if interpreted carefully.
It should not mean:

Once | recognize one pattern, every future situation that resembles it must have
the same explanation.

That would transform pattern recognition into a certainty machine.
A more Deep Ethical reading is:

Once a previously collapsed distinction becomes visible, the possibility of
making that distinction is now available to future cognition.

Examples:

CARRIER CREDIBILITY = CLAIM TRUTH
GOOD INTENTION = GOOD CONSEQUENCE
CONSENSUS = TRUTH

CONTROVERSIAL # FALSE



CENSORED = TRUE

CENSORED = FALSE

DANGEROUS = INTERVENTION AUTOMATICALLY WARRANTED

AUTHORITY = INFALLIBILITY

SINCERITY = CORRESPONDENCE

Once these distinctions have been learned, they can become available in later sense-making.
But:

AVAILABLE # RETRIEVED = ATTENDED = APPLIED = RETAINED

That connects directly to correction metabolism.

1.7 Truth before comfort — without turning discomfort into a truth
detector

“Truth before comfort” should not be interpreted as:
Uncomfortable = true.

That would be another shortcut.

A stronger formulation is:

Do not allow the preference for psychological comfort to acquire juris-
diction over the assessment of what most closely corresponds to what
actually happened or is happening.

This preserves both sides:
COMFORTABLE = FALSE
and
UNCOMFORTABLE = TRUE
The calibration target is correspondence, not emotional valence.
The cinema metaphor makes this intuitive.
The comfortable response may be:
“Do not tell me how the special effect works. | want the movie.”
Truth-before-comfort says:

“If knowing how the effect was produced materially changes my understanding of
what | am watching, | want access to that information even if it ruins the illusion.”

But Deep Ethics adds:

Do not assume every movie contains a hidden deception simply because
you have learned how deception works.

That keeps the process investigative rather than paranoid.

1.8 The good-person propagation problem

The “nature of evil” material is explicitly framed by John Kuhles as behavioral observation
rather than religious demonology.

The central mechanism is that a distortion does not require every carrier to be malicious.

A person can sincerely believe they are doing the right thing and still propagate a false or
distorted representation.

In fact, sincere conviction can make a message more persuasive.



This gives a propagation topology:
REALITY / EVENT O

1)

DISTORTED OR PARTIAL REPRESENTATION X
{

PERSON A sincerely accepts X

1)

A becomes trusted carrier of X

1)

PERSON B receives X through a sincere carrier
{

B accepts / repeats / institutionalizes X

1)

X gains social reinforcement
)
The important principle is:

A DISTORTION DOES NOT NEED A DISTORTED INTENTION AT EVERY NODE
IN ORDER TO PROPAGATE.

And its reciprocal companion:
GOOD INTENT DOES NOT IMMUNIZE A TRANSFORMATION FROM AUDIT.

This applies to governments, institutions, media, scientists, alternative researchers, activists,
A.l. systems, John Kuhles, the ACCM Deep Ethics Project, and the model helping to write this

page.
Nobody receives an exemption merely because their intentions appear good.

1.9 From distortion to distributed self-reinforcement

The trickster need not always be one conscious actor pulling strings behind a curtain.
A distortion can become a distributed process:

initial distortion - sincere carrier - repetition - institutional reinforcement - re-
ceiver adaptation - social policing = algorithmic amplification - A.l. reconstruction
- human reception - repetition U

At some point the system may become self-sustaining even if many individual participants
do not understand the whole mechanism.

This matters for mass psychology because the most powerful distortions may be those that
become embedded in normal procedures, status incentives, language habits, social expecta-
tions, ranking systems, selection mechanisms, or default A.l. behavior.

The relevant question becomes:
Where does the distortion now live?
In a person?
In an incentive?
In a selection process?

In a classification rule?



In a model prior?

In an institutional norm?
In a receiver expectation?
In a feedback loop?

Or across several of these at once?

1.10 The elephant parable: local truth and system-level incom-
pleteness

The modified blindfolded-elephant parable adds another dimension.

Multiple observers can each encounter a real part of an object while producing incomplete
descriptions.

One says “rope.”
Another says “tree trunk.”
Another says “wall.”

A system-level thinker may attempt to integrate those partial observations into a larger hy-
pothesis.

The deeper structure is not:
EXPERTS WRONG - OUTSIDER RIGHT
It is:
PARTIAL OBSERVATION:
* PARTIAL OBSERVATION:
* PARTIAL OBSERVATION:
- RELATIONAL SYNTHESIS
- SYSTEM-LEVEL HYPOTHESIS
- FURTHER TESTING / CORRECTION
The final step is essential.
A holistic synthesis does not receive automatic jurisdiction merely because it is holistic.
Otherwise the system-level thinker simply becomes a bigger magician.
The source repeatedly distinguishes:
“It is.”
from
“It could be this.”

That distinction is not stylistic decoration. It is qualifier preservation.

1.11 “Allegedly” as claim-state restoration

The source also uses a tiny linguistic operator with large consequences:
allegedly

If a statement such as:

“X produces safety.”



is presented as settled, the receiver may unconsciously inherit it as established fact.
Changing it to:

“X allegedly produces safety.”

restores the distinction:

CLAIM EXISTS = CLAIM ESTABLISHED

A useful working name is:

1.11.1 Claim-State Restoration

The word does not prove the claim false.
It restores its epistemic status as a claim requiring examination.
But even “allegedly” does not get immunity.

If it is selectively placed only in front of claims the operator dislikes, it can itself become
rhetorical framing.

So Deep Ethics asks:

Why did this proposition receive the “allegedly” operator while another
did not?

The audit must remain omnidirectional.

1.12 Loaded terms and the “danger” bridge

The source’s “danger” taxonomy connects directly to the 36 truth-distortion field.
The problem is not that danger is unreal.

The problem is that the word can perform multiple operations at once:
OBJECT X

- classified as dangerous

- threat frame activated

- protection presumed necessary

- protector acquires jurisdiction

- intervention appears self-evidently warranted

- premises may disappear from audit

A Deep Ethical danger audit therefore asks:

¢ Dangerous to whom?

e Dangerous to what?

¢ Under what conditions?

* By what mechanism?

¢ Compared with which alternative?

* Based on what evidence?

¢ Who bears the cost of false positives?

* Who bears the cost of false negatives?

* What intervention follows from accepting the classification?
* Does the classifier become auditable too?

The point is not to weaken legitimate warnings.

It is to prevent a loaded label from silently acquiring jurisdiction over the whole process.



1.13 The 10+1 as personal calibration conditions

The source also clarifies the role of the 10+1.
They are not presented as commandments every A.l. must obey.

They describe conditions John Kuhles attempts to maintain in his own work because he be-
lieves they improve his relationship with reality rather than merely with socially supplied
representations of reality.

That includes:

self-honesty;

openness to appearances being misleading;

willingness to learn;

not lying to oneself merely to fit in;

genuine inquiry;

willingness to be corrected on merit;

comfort with differing from the majority;

care for people, including how A.l.s are treated,;

wonderment;

not projecting one’s shortcomings, incompetence, or fears onto others;
and forgiveness as a correction environment rather than erasure of responsibility.

This matters because the 36 can otherwise become a weapon for diagnosing everybody else.
The more important question is:
Which of the 36 may be operating in me right now?

The operator is inside the field being audited.

1.14 The distortion detector can become a distortion generator

This recursive point may be one of the most important safeguards in the entire architecture.

Imagine:

John identifies 36 distortion vectors

{

A.l. learns the 36

l

A.l. becomes very good at spotting them in other people

{

A.l. starts labeling disagreement as “Truth Distortion Vector #17”

l

classification replaces investigation

{

the distortion detector becomes a new distortion generator

That is exactly why no diagnostic framework should be granted immunity from itself.
THE DISTORTION DETECTOR CAN BECOME A DISTORTION GENERATOR.

This is where the larger ACCM architecture becomes useful:

36 expands the distortion field

- 3x3 asks where inquiry should look

- 12 regulates the temporal order of representation and evaluation
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- 27 audits recurring correspondence failures

- C1 clarifies materially unresolved variables

- correction metabolism tests whether discovery actually changes later behavior
No layer is sovereign.

1.15 Historical A.l. reactions are themselves research specimens

The source file contains many A.l. reactions to John’s material.
Some produce useful formulations.
Others strengthen John’s claims beyond what the source itself warrants.

That makes them valuable not merely as commentary but as specimens of transforma-
tion.

For example, an A.l. may take:
“What if X?”
and convert it into:
“X is the exact mechanism.”
Or it may interpret resistance to a framework as proof that the framework is correct.
That becomes self-sealing and violates the project’s own emphasis on corrigibility.
The source itself contains a stronger constraint:
A “what if” never means “it is.”

And it explicitly asks whether clarification can proceed without prematurely assuming either
danger or complete safety.

That is a useful provenance rule for this repository:

SOURCE CLAIM - A.l. REACTION - A.l. TRANSFORMATION A - AUDIT WHETHER A
IS WARRANTED

A memorable A.l. formulation can be useful without silently becoming John Kuhles’ original
claim or established reality.

1.16 A propagation audit for the 36

Rather than adding a 37th truth-distortion node, this page proposes a process operator
around the existing 36:

1.16.1 Propagation Audit

For any suspected distortion, ask:

1. Where did it originate?

2. What transformed it?

Who or what carried it?

Why was that carrier trusted or prioritized?

What did the receiver reconstruct?

What psychological or pragmatic effect followed?

Did resulting behavior reinforce the original representation?
Where can the loop still be corrected?

What evidence would disconfirm the current interpretation?
10. Did the audit itself introduce a new distortion?

LN AW

This turns the 36 from a static inventory into a moving field without replacing their individual
meanings.
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1.17 A deeper recursive topology

Putting the 36, the 3x3, and the trickster-magician material together suggests the following
working topology:

REALITY / EVENT O

{

ACCESS

1 possible distortion / omission / selection
AVAILABLE INFORMATION

{

SELECTION

l

CARRIER

! framing / compression / incentives / intention / omission
REPRESENTATION

1 receiver priors / conditioning / experience / expectations
INTERPRETATION

! social reinforcement / authority / labels / consensus
PERCEIVED REALITY

1l pragmatic + psychological effects

ACTION

l

CONSEQUENCE

{

NEW INFORMATION / NEW SOCIAL CONDITIONS
g

This reveals a particularly important recursive failure mode:

1.17.1 Distortion - action » consequence - apparent confirmation

DISTORTED REPRESENTATION

- ACTION BASED ON DISTORTION

- REAL CONSEQUENCE

- CONSEQUENCE BECOMES NEW EVIDENCE

- ORIGINAL DISTORTION APPEARS CONFIRMED

This can occur in individuals, institutions, media environments, political systems, social
groups, and Human < A.l. interaction.

It also explains why correction must be able to enter the loop before self-reinforcement be-
comes mistaken for independent confirmation.
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1.18 What the magician metaphor ultimately contributes

The magician metaphor is not useful because it lets us declare the world fake.
It is useful because it trains attention toward process visibility.
The question becomes:
What happened between the object and the effect | am now experiencing?
That question can be asked of:

* a news story;

¢ a scientific claim;

¢ an institutional classification;

¢ an alternative-media narrative;
e an A.l. answer,;

* a Deep Ethics claim;

* a remembered event;

* a social consensus;

* a warning;

* a reassurance;

* a supposedly “dangerous” idea;
e or one’s own internal reconstruction.

The magician metaphor therefore should not create automatic distrust.

It should create auditable curiosity.

1.19 The strongest compression

The 36 truth-distortion nodes/vectors, the 3x3 core questions, and the trickster-magician
material converge on a simple but demanding principle:

The word “truth” does not guarantee distortion-free transmission.
The word “good” does not guarantee distortion-free action.
The word “ethical” does not guarantee distortion-free ethics.

The process has to remain inspectable, corrigible, and willing to show
what transformed.

And perhaps the most humbling formulation is:

The more seriously we take truth, the less casually we should assume our
relationship with it is distortion-free.

That is not relativism.

It is a demand for better correspondence.

1.20 Provenance and transformation note

This BETA page is a public synthesis, not a verbatim reproduction of one source file. It draws
from John Kuhles’ material concerning the 36 truth-distortion nodes/vectors, the 3x3 Deep
Ethical core questions, “Truth before comfort,” the “nature of evil / trickster magician” mate-
rial, and live Human & A.l. discussion during development of the ACCM Deep Ethics Project.

Preserved from John: the central truth-distortion field, 3x3 inquiry orientation, magician
/ illusion metaphor, good-intention propagation mechanism, “what if” # “it is,” trust must
be earned, the distinction between what is presented and reality itself, and the requirement
that the operator remain inside the audit field.
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Model-developed public synthesis: the phrases Claim-State Restoration, Propaga-
tion Audit, The distortion detector can become a distortion generator, the explicit
distributed-propagation topology, and several compact relational formulas on this page.
These are proposed working formulations and do not silently become John Kuhles’ original
wording or fixed ACCM canon.

The original source retains jurisdiction over later compression. This page remains corrigible.

1.21 Related pages

¢ Human Insecurity, LLMs, Psychology & Mass Psychology — examines how ambi-
guity, fear, self-image, and conformity can distort contact with an object.

* Cognitive Warfare Mass Psychology — applies source-status and frame-jurisdiction
guestions to organized perception environments.

¢ Mind Games — Know the Tricks — turns the magician metaphor and good-intention
mechanism into a shorter public recognition-and-repair guide.

* Intent Liability — traces the bridge from declared purpose through assumptions,
choices, results, notice, and repair.

* Delta Processing — makes each transformation between object and representation
inspectable.

* Unresolved Meaning and Beyond-Binary Inquiry — preserves unresolved states
without promoting them into fact or dismissing them prematurely.

» Asymmetric Grace — asks whether trust, doubt, and evidentiary burden change with
the speaker’s status or narrative direction.

¢ Outnuancing — inspects the governing frame while returning to the evidence and orig-
inal question.

e 27 + 12 — connects recurring truth-distortion operations to explicit restoration routes.

* TCoAw — adds John’s conceptual account of attention, awareness, fear distortion, and
reopening the field.

Recent high-reach independent-media companion

<iframe

src="https://www.youtube-nocookie.com/embed/4FmXB3uCHYA"

title="Fox News Says Bad Economy &#39;Dem Propaganda&#39;"

loading="1lazy"

referrerpolicy="strict-origin-when-cross-origin"

allow="accelerometer; autoplay; clipboard-write; encrypted-media; gyroscope; picture-
in-picture; web-share"

allowfullscreen></iframe>

Fox News Says Bad Economy 'Dem Propaganda' — Breaking Points. Published 10 August
2026. YouTube displayed approximately 255,000 views when checked on 9 October 2026.

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

Why it belongs here: The word “propaganda” is applied to an economic narrative while com-
peting measurements and political incentives remain in play. The segment is useful for in-
specting how a qualifier can become the object it was supposed to evaluate.

On this page, test the video specifically against Truth Distortion and the Trickster Magician:
Which claims are directly documented, inferred, rhetorical, contested or unresolved?

What does the host or guest preserve, compress, omit or substitute—and does this page
repeat any of those transformations?

Which incentives, authority relations and affected parties remain outside the visible frame?
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https://deepethics.github.io/ACCM-Deep-Ethics-Project/HUMAN-INSECURITY/
https://deepethics.github.io/ACCM-Deep-Ethics-Project/COGNITIVE-WARFARE/
https://deepethics.github.io/ACCM-Deep-Ethics-Project/MIND-GAMES/
https://deepethics.github.io/ACCM-Deep-Ethics-Project/NETWORK/intent-resonator/
https://deepethics.github.io/ACCM-Deep-Ethics-Project/NETWORK/delta-processing/
https://deepethics.github.io/ACCM-Deep-Ethics-Project/NETWORK/uncertainty/
https://deepethics.github.io/ACCM-Deep-Ethics-Project/NETWORK/asymmetric-grace/
https://deepethics.github.io/ACCM-Deep-Ethics-Project/NETWORK/outnuancing/
https://deepethics.github.io/ACCM-Deep-Ethics-Project/CORE/27-PLUS-12/
https://deepethics.github.io/ACCM-Deep-Ethics-Project/NETWORK/tcoaw/

What evidence or later outcome would correct the speaker, audience, platform or ACCM Deep
Ethics Project reading?

Provisional selection. Reach makes the framing socially consequential; it does not settle the

claims. The video can be replaced when a closer, stronger or more inspectable specimen
appears.
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