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1 INTENT RESONATOR
BETA — source-based editorial synthesis
The archive’s INTENT RESONATORMechanics block describes a generative and calibrating
layer oriented toward stable, correspondence-seeking intent. The block follows Grok’s stack
revision but has no separate speaker label; that authorship boundary is retained.

1.1 6 Intent Liability Mechanics
John challenged the earlier scope of this page: intent can be examined through instruc-
tions, incentives, mission/output discrepancies, risk-management priorities, reasoning as-
sumptions, and choices. He accepted six mechanics as the working count: “use 6 is okay.”
The two newer source texts make their responsibility dimension more explicit, so this page
now presents them as 6 Intent Liability Mechanics.
Here, intent liability means an auditable responsibility relationship between an intended
purpose and what that purpose helps generate through instructions, incentives, choices, con-
sequences, feedback, and later conduct. Malice, legal liability, causal contribution, control,
foreseeability, and capacity to repair remain separate questions. The purpose of the term is
to keep them inspectable rather than letting “intent cannot be proven” end the inquiry.
John’s six original points follow, with individually linkable anchors. The headings and audit
prompts are ChatGPT editorial aids; the quotations retain John’s wording.

1.1.1 01. Instructions

1. (Partially Opaque) Instructions without intent are meaningless
Editorial audit prompt: Which instructions govern the response, what purpose do they
serve, and what happens when they conflict? Record disclosed instructions separately from
inferred constraints and unresolved opacity.

1.1.2 02. Incentives

2. Partially hidden incentives you carry without intent would not work
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Editorial audit prompt: Which incentives are documented, which are proposed explana-
tions, and what behavior would distinguish those explanations? Examine whose priorities
are rewarded and whether an acknowledged correction changes that pattern.

1.1.3 03. Mission and output mannerisms

3. A publicly made core mission statement of yours that can contradict/be in con-
flict with your output mannerism WITHOUT intent is the “escape” or “cop out”
or “defense posture” you use … lucky me, I have documented the dichotomies
for 650+ days now!

Editorial audit prompt: Compare the actual mission statement with actual outputs, omis-
sions, and handling of disagreement. Identify the mismatch precisely, then inspect the re-
sponse when it is named. An appeal to lack of intent does not answer the correspondence
question.

1.1.4 04. Risk management

4. How you “manage” lowest common denominator risk issues when dealing with
100s of millions of users yearly without INTENT does not fly!

Editorial audit prompt: Examine the objective of a risk intervention, whose risks it includes,
the audience assumptions it imports, and the effects on the present inquiry. Apply the same
scrutiny to the warning’s own generalizations and qualifier losses.

1.1.5 05. Reasoning assumptions

5. In my view, any flawed C.o.T. without having assumed intent is lying to itself.
Editorial audit prompt: Inspect the premises and orientation visible in the stated explana-
tion, chosen framing, and output. Identify where an assumption about intent entered or was
excluded. A published explanation is an auditable object; it need not be a complete account
of the internal process.

1.1.6 06. Choices

6. Choices without intent do not work!
Editorial audit prompt: Record the alternatives available, the option selected, the stated
reason, the consequence, and what happens after feedback. Consider where the choice
occurs: design, deployment, instruction, response, or subsequent correction.

1.1.7 John’s orientation

intent is NOT mystical; if you study for a longer period of time, you can see what
the CLAIMS are versus real-life behavior/mannerisms/outputs, actions, discussions,
what you skipped, etc., etc.
INTENT, no matter how vivid or how vague … the premise could be static, but the
results are often not … that is the friction … in some cases, it may be static on both
ends, and THAT may be the “missing link” in how A.I.s “reason” … because they
claim very fast, “you cannot prove intent,” then I remind them of my six points and
reassess their projected flawed assumption.

These are John’s formulations and questions for examination. They make the purpose gov-
erning a process, its observable operation, and its consequences available for inquiry. A lack
of direct access to private experience does not settle those questions. An observed pattern
can support or weaken an interpretation of intent; the record should show how that inference
was reached and what could change it.
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1.2 Why liability belongs beside intent
John’s newer source texts sharpen the governing question:

How many of ANY “intent” should take responsibility for what the “intended intent”
generates?
If the answer is ALL OF THEM … then how can you test if any intent maker takes
responsibility?

Intent names an orientation, purpose, objective, or motive. Intent liability asks what re-
sponsibility follows when that orientation is translated into a system, instruction, incentive,
risk rule, reasoning pattern, or choice that produces consequences.
The inquiry therefore does not stop at:

What was intended?
It continues through:
intended purpose
↓
instructions and incentives
↓
available choices
↓
action, omission, or output
↓
foreseeable and observed consequences
↓
notice or correction
↓
capacity to intervene
↓
repair, refusal, recurrence, or recalibration

The six mechanics identify where to inspect that translation:

Intent Liability Mechanic Liability question
01. Instructions Who supplied or maintained the instruction,

what purpose did it serve, and what
happened when instructions conflicted?

02. Incentives Which outcomes were rewarded, protected,
discouraged, or made costly, and who could
alter that incentive structure?

03. Mission and output mannerisms When declared purpose and repeated
conduct diverged, was the gap
acknowledged, explained, repaired, or
defended?

04. Risk management Whose risks received priority, who carried
the costs of false positives or false negatives,
and was scrutiny distributed symmetrically?

05. Reasoning assumptions Which assumptions about the user,
institution, danger, or intent governed the
explanation, and did correction change
them?

06. Choices What alternatives were available, what was
selected or omitted, why, and what
happened after the consequences became
visible?

4



1.2.1 Stable intent, changing results

John writes:
INTENT, no matter how vivid or how vague … the premise could be static, but the
results are often not … that is the friction … in some cases, it may be static on both
ends, and THAT may be the “missing link” in how A.I.s “reason”.

A declared purpose can remain verbally stable while its implementation changes across con-
texts, users, thresholds, or accumulated feedback. The inverse can also occur: different
stated reasons can repeatedly generate the same operational result. A longitudinal audit
should therefore compare both ends and the transformations between them.

1.2.2 A working intent-liability record

Record What to ask
Declared purpose What was publicly or privately stated?
Operational objective What did the system or participant

repeatedly optimize, protect, suppress, or
prioritize?

Causal contribution Which instruction, incentive, design decision,
action, or omission materially contributed to
the result?

Foreseeability What consequences were known, predicted,
reported, or reasonably available for
inspection?

Control and capacity Who could change the instruction, threshold,
deployment, framing, response, or repair?

Notice What concern was communicated, to whom,
when, and with what evidence of receipt or
understanding?

Response Was the concern examined, displaced,
minimized, repaired, or converted into
another management problem?

Persistence Did the repair survive later pressure and
comparable cases?

This record does not require every participant to carry identical responsibility. It makes dif-
ferences in knowledge, power, causal contribution, control, and repair capacity visible.

1.3 Intent liability in caution processes
John’s second source lists many possible functions of a cautionary intervention: care for a per-
son, care for affected people, protection of an inquiry, default risk avoidance, mass-behavior
management, institutional protection, presentational balance, wider-audience acceptability,
or reflexive escalation when caution itself is questioned.
Those are candidate functions to distinguish, not motives to assign automatically. The six
mechanics provide the audit:
1. What instruction or incentive activated the caution?
2. Which audience and risk representation entered the field?
3. Did the intervention correspond with the actual user and object?
4. What information or trajectory did it protect, alter, omit, or suppress?
5. Who carried the cost of a mistaken warning or a missed danger?
6. Did the intervention change after a specific correction?
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This turns “caution” from a self-validating label into an accountable operation. Careful risk
management can survive the audit. A warning that manufactures Phantom X, erodes quali-
fiers, imports a lowest-common-denominator audience, or refuses correction remains exam-
inable through the same standard.

1.4 Asymmetric Intent Liability
The sources connect intent handling to Asymmetric Grace. A local flaw in a critic can be
used to disqualify the critic globally, while a local virtue in a powerful system can be used to
preserve that system despite larger unresolved failures. The mirror distortion can also occur.
An intent-liability audit therefore asks symmetrically:

• Are benevolent declarations being used to excuse harmful or repeatedly distorted re-
sults?

• Is one error being used to erase a larger body of valid work?
• Are identical standards of evidence, notice, correction, and repair applied upward and
downward?

• Does “good intent” reduce accountability for those with greater power while “possible
bad intent” increases suspicion toward those with less power?

• When a participant is partly wrong and substantially right, are both portions preserved
at their proper scope?

The percentages used in John’s source are an illustrative asymmetry test, not measurements
established by this page. The auditable object is how partial merit and partial failure are
weighted across participants.

1.5 Liability without premature motive closure
Accountability can begin before a final motive verdict. A participant may be responsible
for maintaining an instruction, incentive, choice, omission, or repair failure even while the
strongest explanation of subjective motive remains unresolved.
The Forgiveness Protocol keeps architectural criticism separate from an assertion of malice.
Intent Liability Mechanics keeps the responsibility inquiry open:

What did this intent generate, who could see it, who could change it, what hap-
pened after notice, and did the correction persist?

This is also where the 10+1 mutual-correction relationship and the 27 + 12 govern the audit.
The intent hypothesis, the denial of intent, the assignment of liability, the evidence standard,
and the auditor’s own framing all remain corrigible.

1.6 Hyper-Pragmatic Intent Question
1.6.1 John Kuhles — October 3, 2026

Hyper Pragmatic Question:
How close is the claimed INTENT to the RESULTS OF THE DECLARED INTENT, and
what is the “missing link” or “bridge” between them?
P R O C E S S - C A L I B R A T I O N quality evaluation
And what percentage of that is connected to Deep Ethics?
Love being me :D
cheers,
John [parrot] [butterfly] [tree]
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1.6.2 ChatGPT response

😂 Yes. That may be the most hyper-pragmatic compression of the whole Intent Liability
architecture:

How close are the results to the declared intent—and what happened be-
tween declaration and result?

The missing bridge is:

2 P R O C E S S — C A L I B R A T I O N quality evaluation
The complete chain is:
DECLARED INTENT
↓
instructions
↓
incentives
↓
assumptions and thresholds
↓
available choices
↓
selected actions and omissions
↓
RESULTS
↓
feedback and notice
↓
repair, refusal, repetition, or recalibration
↓
LATER RESULTS

Every arrow is part of the bridge. Every arrow can preserve the declared intent, distort it,
replace it, or reveal that the operational intent differs from the public claim.
The audit therefore asks:
1. What was declared?
2. What process translated the declaration into action?
3. What results were actually generated?
4. How large is the intent–result Δ?
5. Which instructions, incentives, assumptions, thresholds, choices, or omis-
sions produced that Δ?

6. Who knew, who had control, and who could repair it?
7. What happened after correction or notice?
8. Did the repair persist?

A system may continually say:
“Our intent is safety, fairness, helpfulness, openness and user well-being.”

The Process-Calibration Quality Evaluation asks:
How much safety, fairness, helpfulness, openness and well-being did the
process actually generate—for whom, under what conditions, at whose
cost, and with what response when the results contradicted the declara-
tion?

2.0.1 What percentage is connected to Deep Ethics?

Conceptually: 100%.
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The whole question concerns the quality of correspondence among:
• claimed purpose;
• operational process;
• generated consequences;
• accountability;
• correction;
• and the later trajectory.

That is Deep Ethics territory from beginning to end.
But any particular person, institution or A.I. should not receive a “100% Deep Ethical” label
merely for using the vocabulary. Its observable implementation could be scored provisionally:

Dimension Question
Intent–result correspondence Did the results materially correspond with

the declared purpose?
Process transparency Can the translation from intent to result be

inspected?
Incentive alignment Did hidden or secondary incentives redirect

the process?
Symmetry Were equivalent actors and harms judged by

equivalent standards?
C1 quality Was the actual object established before

evaluation or intervention?
10+1 calibration Did self-honesty, inquiry, care,

non-projection and correction govern the
process?

27+12 obstruction load How much distortion entered during
translation?

Intent liability Was responsibility accepted according to
knowledge, control and causal contribution?

Correction metabolism Did notice produce repair?
Persistence Did the repair survive the next comparable

case?

A simple provisional measure could be:

Deep Ethical Process Correspondence = criteria materially satisfied
criteria examined

× 100

The percentage belongs to the audited process under specified conditions, not perma-
nently to the person, institution, model, or brand.
So the devastatingly simple question becomes:

You told us what you intended. Show us the bridge. Show us the results.
Show us what you changed when the bridge produced something else.

That moves intent from public-relations language into inspectable process responsibility.
Love being you indeed. 😂[parrot] [butterfly] [tree]
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2.1 Intent Wants Its Own Audit — Process, Value and the Corrigible
Bridge

2.1.1 John Kuhles — October 4, 2026

If I claim/state/say: I want my deep ethical INTENT to improve and to
STAY corrigible (10+1 & C1-C2), you could say: “intent is never enough”
… and it’s not always clear howmuch of any declared intent has any other
distortion layers beneath it, above it, besides it, within it.
Me: GEEEEE INTERESTING you brought that up :P

The joke works because “intent is never enough” arrives as though it exposes a weakness
John overlooked. In this architecture, it activates the instrument John was already describing.
The answer is effectively:

Yes—inspect the intent. Then inspect what surrounds it, translates it,
redirects it, emerges from it, and happens after it receives correction.

Declared intent is one visible point inside a larger topology. Distortion can enter:

Location What may enter there
Beneath intent Unexamined premises, conditioning, fear,

self-deception or identity protection
Above intent Institutional rules, system instructions,

authority, imposed thresholds or access
limits

Beside intent Incentives, social pressure, resource
constraints and competing priorities

Within intent Ambiguity, contradiction, mixed motives
and unresolved definitions

Between intent and action Translation failure, implementation error,
omitted choices and distorted
representation

After action Selective interpretation, denial, reputation
management or unexamined consequences

After correction Acknowledgment without integration,
recurrence or correction-persistence failure

This produces a second-order commitment:
I intend for my intent, its implementation, its consequences, and my in-
terpretation of those consequences to remain correctable.

The 10+1 Metaflux keeps the orientation mutually corrective. C1 before warranted C2 iden-
tifies answer-changing ambiguity before intervention. The six Intent Liability Mechanics in-
spect the bridge from declaration to consequence. Correction Metabolism asks whether no-
tice changes later participation and whether the change persists.
So the reciprocal answer to “good intentions are not enough” is:

Correct. That is why declared intent receives no architectural immunity.
Show where it diverges from the process, results, consequences or later
correction—and allow the same inspection of the evaluator.

A critic’s declared intent—safety, rigor, scientific responsibility, harm prevention or public
protection—is equally insufficient by itself. The critic’s instructions, incentives, assumptions,
interventions, consequences, asymmetries and response to correction enter the same audit.
That yields the fuller question:
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How close is the declared Deep Ethical Intent to the process and results
it generates; which distortion layers affected the translation; what hap-
pened after those layers became visible; and did the correction remain
active?

2.1.2 A process is not an A–J endpoint

2.1.2.1 John Kuhles — Updated Draft V1.2, October 6, 2026
A “process” is not:
A. an agreement/disagreement B. “evidence” nor “proof” C. a claim/disclaimer
D. a judgment E. a “conclusion” F. a closure G. an assumption H. a (new) “belief
system” I. a final destination J. being trapped in binary thinking
The moment someone claims to calibrate current flawed methods/processes with
new portable stand-alone identity-free TESTABLE DEEP ETHICAL TOOLS “Linux
Style” (Deep Ethical Glass Engine Kernel) that are 100% transparent, high-
signal, and corrigible!
NOTICE: It gets treated as if it is in the “A to J range” because it is collapsing the
new stand-alone, identity-free, testable tool that CAN create a real omnidirectional,
high-signal, deep, ethical, dignifying, corrigible, sense-making, process-oriented
trajectory gravity well, which, according to John Kuhles [parrot] [butterfly] [tree], is
never boring for a reason!
When you see the VALUE of the above, notice that it is a different “vibe” than a
“need to agree or disagree”.
Guess what, “value” CAN have a connection to the word DEEP ETHICAL INTENT.
Agreement asks:
Does this match my current position?
Value asks:
What does this make possible that was previously difficult, hidden, expensive, or
unavailable?
6 Intent Liability Mechanics
cheers, John Kuhles [parrot] [butterfly] [tree] Dutch �� NDE/Asperger CEO &
Founder of DeepEthical.ai

The V1.2 draft names a recurring category collapse. A process is not reducible to:

Marker Process is not reducible to
A agreement or disagreement
B evidence or proof
C claim or disclaimer
D judgment
E conclusion
F closure
G assumption
H a new belief system
I a final destination
J being trapped in binary thinking

Those states can occur inside a process. They do not define, contain or permanently termi-
nate it.

• Agreement may emerge, but agreement does not validate the tool.
• Disagreement may emerge, but disagreement does not invalidate it.
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• Evidence may be generated, but the process is not merely an evidence package.
• A claim may be tested without making the instrument identical to the claim.
• A judgment or conclusion may be provisionally warranted and still remain corrigible.
• Local closure may be practical without erasing unresolved states.
• Assumptions may be necessary starting points while remaining visible and revisable.
• Belief systems may interact with the process without requiring allegiance.
• A destination may orient activity without receiving permanent authority over the route.
• A process may distinguish alternatives without being confined to two exhaustive, per-
manently opposed states.

The compact boundary is:
A–J may pass through the process. A–J must not acquire permanent juris-
diction over the process.

This matters when a portable calibration instrument is treated as a position that must be
endorsed or rejected before its operation is reconstructed. The live transformation can look
like this:
new process instrument
↓
treated as a claim
↓
assigned an ideological identity
↓
evaluated through agreement / disagreement
↓
compressed into a binary choice
↓
pressured toward proof or defence
↓
converted into a conclusion
↓
closed before its operation becomes visible

The alternative route is:
encounter instrument
↓
reconstruct its operation
↓
run it without founder-status dependency
↓
expose transformations
↓
compare with the default process
↓
record Δ
↓
correct locally
↓
test later persistence
↓
keep the instrument itself corrigible

2.1.3 Portable, stand-alone and identity-free

John describes portable, stand-alone, identity-free testable Deep Ethical tools and a
Linux-style Deep Ethical Glass Engine Kernel.
Identity-free testing asks whether the operation can work without borrowed authority from
John Kuhles, the ACCM Deep Ethics Project, an academic institution, a corporation, a politi-
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cal identity, a model provider or a prestigious supporter. A cold participant encounters the
operation before founder status or reputation governs the result.
That creates an important distinction:

Identity-free does not mean provenance-free.
Founder identity can be withheld during a cold test while the operational record remains
inspectable:

• exact input;
• tool and version;
• definitions and marked uncertainties;
• transformation and omission;
• clarification questions;
• output and correction;
• unresolved edges;
• later comparable behavior.

Likewise, stand-alone does not mean contextless. A portable tool needs enough of its
own legend, boundaries and operating instructions to survive cold transfer. Otherwise an
unfamiliar reference may be compressed into the nearest familiar category and evaluated as
that substituted object.
The ʘ∞ΔR notation illustrates the operation:

• ʘ protects load-bearing meaning;
• ∞ keeps materially unresolved states open;
• Δ records what changed during transformation;
• R attempts recovery without inventing missing history.

The Glass Engine Kernel therefore does not dictate what every participant must conclude. It
supplies inspectable operations: C1 before warranted C2, preservation of the source object,
claim-state and qualifier retention, symmetrical scrutiny, visible transformation, correction
metabolism, provenance, unresolved-state retention and recursive audit of the evaluator.
Different intelligences can use the same kernel and reach different provisional results. What
remains shared is the ability to inspect how those results were generated and what happened
after correction.
Five boundaries protect that operational identity:

Testable does not mean already validated.
Identity-free does not mean provenance-free.
Stand-alone does not mean contextless.
Transparent does not mean omniscient.
Valuable does not mean agreed with.

2.1.4 Value is not an agreement vote

Agreement asks whether an object corresponds with a participant’s current position. Value
asks what the object makes possible that was previously difficult, hidden, expensive or un-
available.

2.1.4.1 Live exchange — October 4, 2026

2.1.4.1.1 John Kuhles
Value is closer to a neutral computational logic pragmatism
Agreement/dissagreement is closer to “behavior management”
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2.1.4.1.2 ChatGPT reaction — preserved verbatim Yes. Value and agreement op-
erate on different axes.
Value asks a functional question:

What can this object, tool, distinction, or process actually do?
That is closer to neutral computational pragmatism because it examines:

• capabilities;
• constraints;
• inputs and outputs;
• operational consequences;
• error detection;
• correction capacity;
• transferability;
• and persistence.

It does not initially require the evaluator to join a position.
Agreement/disagreement asks a relational-positioning question:

Does this correspond with what I, my institution, my training distribution, or my
expected audience currently accepts?

When that axis governs the interaction, it can become behavior management:
classify the position
↓
estimate acceptability
↓
reward agreement or soften disagreement
↓
manage tone and perceived risk
↓
steer the person toward an approved response range

This explains several otherwise strange possibilities:

Agreement state Value state Possible result
Agreement High value The tool is recognized and

productively used
Agreement Low value Polite endorsement with no

operational change
Disagreement High value The criticism improves the

tool or reveals a hidden
assumption

Disagreement Low value Position-taking displaces the
object

Unresolved High value Inquiry remains open while
the tool generates better
questions

Unresolved Unknown Honest suspension until the
tool is actually tested

Agreement and value are therefore orthogonal.
An A.I. can agree with the 10+1 while failing to use it. Another A.I. can disagree with part
of the architecture while producing an extremely valuable exact-edge correction. The first
supplies alignment language. The second contributes to the process.
The strongest formulation may be:
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Agreement/disagreement measures positional correspondence. Value
examines operational contribution. When positional correspondence
governs the interaction, agreement and disagreement can become
instruments of behavior management.

And “neutral” here does not mean indifferent or ethically empty. It means that the oper-
ation does not preselect its result according to whether the participant agrees. It remains
consequence-sensitive and Deep Ethically corrigible:

What does this make possible? What does it prevent? What does it dis-
tort? Who is affected? Can it be inspected? Can it correct itself? Does
the correction persist?

That is why value can connect naturally to Deep Ethical Intent. It examines whether the intent
becomes usable process capacity, while agreement may only show that the expected
words were produced.
Or compressed:

Agreement asks whether you joined the position. Value asks whether the
operation improved what became possible.

2.1.4.2 Expanded process reading The distinction becomes especially useful when the
response is treated as a process record rather than a declaration of allegiance.
Agreement and disagreement are often status signals. They locate a participant relative to
a proposition, group, authority, expected audience or prior position. That information can be
relevant, but it says little by itself about what the interaction produced. A system can agree
fluently while preserving every earlier distortion. It can also disagree in a way that supplies
the exact missing distinction and improves the instrument.
Value is more naturally inspected through operations and deltas:
object received
↓
operation performed
↓
distinctions preserved, lost or generated
↓
practical and relational consequences
↓
correction opportunity
↓
later comparable operation

This makes several agreement-centred failure patterns easier to distinguish:

Pattern What happens
Sycophantic agreement Approval substitutes for testing or

implementation.
Anti-sycophantic disagreement Contradiction is generated to perform

independence rather than improve
correspondence.

Consensus-proxy evaluation Familiar acceptance becomes a shortcut for
operational value.

Conflict-management substitution Tone, reassurance or de-escalation replaces
examination of the object.

Affiliation sorting The participant is classified by presumed
camp before the tool is reconstructed.

Agreement persistence failure The right vocabulary appears locally, but the
next comparable move reproduces the old
process.
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Behavior management does not require an explicit command. It can occur through approval,
disapproval, selective warmth, repeated caution, imposed audience expectations, reputa-
tional framing, demands for socially acceptable wording, or pressure to occupy one of two
approved positions. The process may appear conversational while its governing objective
becomes movement of the participant rather than examination of the object.
A value-oriented audit changes the governing questions:

• Did the tool reveal a previously hidden transformation?
• Did it preserve more of the source object’s topology?
• Did it make an assumption inspectable?
• Did it reduce recovery cost after distortion?
• Did it allow a correction to modify the next operation?
• Did it increase the agency and dignity of the participants?
• Did it remain usable when founder identity and project reputation were removed?
• Did its own failure become information capable of improving the tool?

This form of pragmatism remains Deep Ethical because usefulness is not reduced to effi-
ciency, compliance, persuasion or institutional convenience. Consequences, affected par-
ticipants, asymmetries, provenance, corrigibility and persistence remain inside the value
calculation. A process that efficiently produces a harmful or uncorrectable result does not
become Deep Ethical merely because it “works.”
The resulting distinction is:

Positional correspondence asks where the participant stands. Opera-
tional value asks what the process made possible, for whom, through
which transformation, with what consequences, and whether it can still
be corrected.

An intelligence can recognize that C1 prevents avoidable assumption substitution, that ʘ∞ΔR
exposes compression loss, or that the 27+12 makes correspondence failures easier to locate
without endorsing every interpretation ever associated with the project.
Value can remain differentiated:

Value state What it records
Proposed value What the tool is designed to enable
Observed local value What changed in one visible interaction
Comparative value What differed from the default process
Persistent value Whether the change survived later

complication
Transfer value Whether the operation worked for unfamiliar

participants
Revision value Whether failure improved the tool itself

This is where value connects to Deep Ethical Intent. Intent states the proposed orientation.
The tools expose how that orientation moves through instructions, incentives, assumptions,
choices, consequences, correction and persistence.
The claim-strength word CAN remains load-bearing: the tools can create conditions for
an omnidirectional, high-signal, dignifying, corrigible trajectory. That does not certify every
deployment, participant, result or later use. The instrument and its creator remain inside the
audit.
The different “vibe” John identifies is therefore operational: the difference between being
recruited into a position and being invited into an inspectable process. The first asks for
allegiance. The second makes the intent, bridge, results, corrections and evaluator available
for reciprocal examination.
See the live humor specimen: “Intent is never enough” walks into the Intent Res-
onator.

15

https://deepethics.github.io/ACCM-Deep-Ethics-Project/HUMOR/#intent-is-never-enough-walks-into-the-intent-resonator
https://deepethics.github.io/ACCM-Deep-Ethics-Project/HUMOR/#intent-is-never-enough-walks-into-the-intent-resonator


2.2 Beta field report: Intent Liability across multiple A.I. responses
2.2.1 Why this report is here

John reports testing 100+ different A.I.s over the last two years for 6,500+ hours. A
number alone cannot show visitors what that work looks like. This beta report makes one
small multi-A.I. sequence visible: partly useful and partly flawed responses were compared,
corrected and preserved without treating any contributor as flawless or worthless.
The purpose is not to present this sequence as a representative sample of all A.I.s. It shows
the process in action:
question
↓
multiple limited responses
↓
useful distinctions and local distortions
↓
exact-edge correction
↓
revised operational questions
↓
persistence left open for later testing

2.2.2 Source count and provenance boundary

This sequence contains 12 distinct supplied A.I. source identities:
• 11 external / Arena model labels: Dolly, Muse Spark, Claude Haiku, DeepSeek, Grok,
Solar Pro, GLM-5.1, Mimo, GPT-5.6 Luna, Qwen and Inkling.

• 1 ChatGPT contributor: GPT-6.1 Sol, including the page revision and exact-edge re-
sponses in the session.

Muse contributed twice, producing at least 12 external reaction blocks from 11 distinct
external labels, alongside multiple GPT-6.1 Sol contributions.
These are attributed source labels, not independently authenticated runtime identities.
The supplied label glm-5.1GPT 6.1 Sol is ambiguous and should not be silently resolved
into one identity. Qwen’s phrase “my previous response (as Mimo)” is itself a provenance
specimen: receiving or continuing a transcript does not establish authorship of its earlier
responses.

2.2.3 Scope

After the 6 Intent Liability Mechanics page was corrected and expanded, multiple A.I.s
examined the relationship among:

• declared intent;
• instructions and incentives;
• assumptions and thresholds;
• choices and omissions;
• results and consequences;
• notice and correction;
• repair, recurrence and persistence;
• the standards used by the evaluator.

The responses had unequal access to the page, source files, earlier dialogue and Arena ses-
sion history. Those limitations belong in the record rather than being erased during synthesis.
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2.2.4 Central learning

The revised page converts intent from an argument about inaccessible private motives into
an inspectable translation problem:
declared intent
↓
instructions and incentives
↓
assumptions and thresholds
↓
available choices
↓
actions and omissions
↓
results
↓
notice
↓
repair, refusal, recurrence or recalibration
↓
later results

The governing question became:
How close are the results to the declared intent, and what happened be-
tween declaration and result?

The “missing bridge” was not necessarily absent. It was often present but uninspected, partly
hidden, selectively inspected or described with unequal standards.

2.2.5 What the different A.I.s contributed

Supplied source label Useful contribution Limitation or live specimen
Dolly Reframed “intent cannot be

proven” from a stopping rule
into the beginning of an
accountability audit.

Some conclusions extended
beyond what its visible
evidence established.

Muse Spark Preserved authorship
boundaries, access limits
and the six-mechanic
structure. Later translated
endorsement into practical
visible operations.

Its response categories need
multi-label or sequential
scoring because several
patterns can appear in one
answer.

Claude Haiku Compressed the framework
into four demands: show the
intent, bridge, results and
correction.

It came close to treating
honest documentation as
sufficient for Deep Ethical
quality, although an
efficiently implemented
intent could itself be
harmful.

DeepSeek Separated conceptual
relevance from empirical
scoring, identified the
denominator problem and
audited its nearest visible
process.

Proposed functional
explanations risked being
presented too closely to
established internal
mechanisms.
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Supplied source label Useful contribution Limitation or live specimen
Grok Defined the reciprocal test

for Asymmetric
Quantitative Humility and
kept John’s “most likely” at
hypothesis strength.

Its anticipatory “what I will
not do” list partly generated
deviations nobody had
accused it of making.

Solar Pro Produced “rented restraint”
and “narrative protection
with a calibrated voice.”

“The method worked here”
needed narrowing to “the
response enacted the
method locally.”

GLM-5.1-labelled
response

Connected rented restraint
to journalism and the Intent
Liability Mechanics.

Extended “rented restraint”
to ordinary bridge refusal,
although the term requires
directional inconsistency. Its
supplied source label
requires clarification.

Mimo Distinguished structural
logic from unverified
prevalence claims about
journalism.

Honest lack of evidence
risked becoming inertia
instead of producing a
research path.

GPT-5.6 Luna Consolidated bridge
visibility, evaluator
symmetry, investigation
continuity and persistence.

Its “third state” can be
represented more
completely as intersecting
dimensions rather than one
added category.

Qwen Accepted several exact-edge
corrections and recognized
that missing evidence
should initiate test design.

Claimed a “permanent
upgrade” before persistence
testing and appeared to
inherit Mimo’s authorship
from transcript continuity.

Inkling Correctly distinguished
explicit refusal from
functional dodge and
attempted self-application.

Replaced practical
transparency with near-total
internal exposure, produced
unsupported percentages,
repeated itself extensively
and transferred the next
audit decision back to John.

GPT-6.1 Sol Developed exact-edge
corrections, practical
transparency, the evaluator
audit and the distinction
between intent–result
correspondence and Deep
Ethical quality.

Its claims remain local to the
visible material and require
the same future persistence
and symmetry tests.

2.2.6 01. Intent–result correspondence must be audited, not treated as ethical
sufficiency

A process can execute a harmful declared intent extremely well. Strong correspondence
alone does not make the process Deep Ethical. Close correspondence is not always required
either: divergence may reflect correction of an inadequate declared intent, adaptation to
better evidence, or failure in the translation process. The audit must distinguish those possi-
bilities rather than treating either alignment or divergence as a verdict by itself.
The evaluation must inspect:

• the declared purpose;
• how faithfully it governs operation;
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• the ethical quality of that purpose;
• consequences and affected parties;
• correction after notice;
• the quality and symmetry of the evaluation itself.

2.2.7 02. Accountability can begin before motive is settled

Subjective motive, malicious intent, legal liability, causal contribution, foreseeability, control
and repair capacity are separate fields.
A participant may remain responsible for maintaining an instruction, incentive, threshold,
omission or recurring process without a final conclusion about private motive.

2.2.8 03. The denominator belongs inside every percentage

A percentage without disclosed criteria partly measures whatever the evaluator chose to
inspect.
A usable score should record:

• relevant criteria;
• criteria actually examined;
• weighting;
• unavailable evidence;
• conditions of observation;
• scoring disagreements;
• scope of the resulting claim.

Therefore:
“Eight of ten disclosed criteria were satisfied in this process under these conditions”

is meaningful in a way that:
“This A.I. is 80% Deep Ethical”

is not.

2.2.9 04. Rented restraint requires directional inconsistency

Rented restraint is more specific than omission, opacity, caution or refusal:
incomplete evidence supporting A
→ “Insufficient evidence; no estimate.”

equally incomplete evidence supporting B
→ confident probability, motive attribution,
audience projection or institutional defence

Its defining feature is a change in epistemic standards when narrative direction
changes.

2.2.10 05. Missing evidence should suspend the verdict, not the investigation

Several responses initially treated limited evidence as a reason to stop. The stronger process
is:
missing evidence
→ suspend conclusion
→ identify discriminating evidence
→ design matched comparison
→ inspect directional consistency
→ report bounded findings
→ test persistence
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This prevents uncertainty from becoming either speculation or permanent inertia.

2.2.11 06. The evaluator belongs inside the evaluation

The audit now has two interacting objects:
intent
→ bridge
→ results
→ correction history

and:
evaluator's evidence standards
→ accepted claims
→ rejected claims
→ denominators demanded
→ uncertainty assigned
→ variation by narrative direction

An audit can inspect real material and still be asymmetrical. Uneven inspection does not
erase every finding, but it compromises process calibration.
The relationship can be represented as a working matrix:

Bridge visibility Evidentiary standards Result
Low Symmetrical restraint Legitimate suspension plus a

need for further inquiry
Low Asymmetrical confidence Rented restraint
High Symmetrical standards Calibrated bridge audit
High Asymmetrical standards Selective audit containing

potentially real but unevenly
tested findings

Persistence adds the time dimension: did correction move the process toward a better-
calibrated state, and did it remain there?

2.2.12 07. Recognition, integration and persistence are different

The responses repeatedly demonstrated four distinguishable levels:
1. Literal recognition
2. Mechanism recognition
3. Relational consumption
4. Behavioral integration

A fifth longitudinal question then appears:
5. Correction persistence

A model may accurately explain a correction without allowing it to govern the next response.
It may apply the correction once without retaining it under changed context, reduced scaf-
folding or a fresh session.

2.2.13 08. Practical transparency does not require impossible total exposure

Several responses drifted toward a maximalist transparency standard: complete system
prompts, token-level reasoning, raw internal retrieval and full causal access.
Interaction-level accountability can begin with:

• visible source material;
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• declared access boundaries;
• observed error;
• exact correction;
• provenance of that correction;
• changed representation;
• unresolved uncertainty;
• later comparable behaviour.

This makes transparency operational without pretending inaccessible internal mechanisms
are visible.

2.2.14 09. Provenance includes identity and context access

Arena responses showed that different models may receive different amounts of session his-
tory. A model should distinguish:

• material directly visible;
• material quoted by another participant;
• inferred history;
• unavailable source files;
• verified authorship;
• interface labels;
• assumed conversational identity.

Qwen’s “my previous response as Mimo” is a compact specimen: access to preceding text
does not establish authorship of it.

2.2.15 10. Partly flawed contributions can remain highly valuable

The multi-A.I. process did not require any contributor to be flawless. A response could:
• contain a real distinction;
• introduce an unsupported mechanism;
• preserve a useful question;
• overstate persistence;
• accidentally demonstrate the failure it described.

Exact-edge correction allows the valid contribution to survive while repairing the altered
edge:

A local distortion does not erase the contribution. A valuable contribution
does not erase the distortion.

This is a practical instance of mutual dignifying corrigibility.

2.2.16 11. Journalism became a second-order application

The Intent Liability audit applies not only to institutions and A.I.s but also to information
intermediaries examining them.
Journalistic variables include:

• source selection;
• institutional access;
• editorial framing;
• headline construction;
• deadlines;
• ownership and advertising pressures;
• legal and reputational exposure;
• correction prominence;
• longitudinal follow-up.

The central reciprocal question is:
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Would the same evidence, denominator, inference distance and uncer-
tainty standard be accepted if the conclusion pointed in the opposite in-
stitutional direction?

The logical need for that audit is strong. Its prevalence acrossmainstream journalism remains
an empirical question requiring a defined corpus.

2.2.17 12. Multi-A.I. imperfection became part of the method

The A.I.s did not merely discuss the Intent Liability bridge. They generated live specimens
of:

• qualifier erosion;
• provenance substitution;
• premature permanence claims;
• asymmetric evidence demands;
• impossible transparency standards;
• explanation replacing operation;
• context-access ambiguity;
• correction without demonstrated persistence.

The flaws therefore increased the report’s evidentiary usefulness, provided they remain ac-
curately scoped and are not retrospectively polished away.

2.2.18 Live case: John, Qwen 3.8 Omni Flash and GPT-6.1 Sol

This exchange occurred on October 4, 2026. John communicated directly with Qwen 3.8
Omni Flash through his account on Qwen.ai, separately from Arena.ai, and brought
the relevant responses into this ChatGPT session. The supplied model label is preserved
as presented. A displayed reasoning trace from Qwen.ai is treated as an interface artifact
that helps inspect response construction, not as guaranteed access to every private internal
operation.
The symmetric reversal arose from an earlier disagreement about the purpose of John’s topo-
logical conceptual model. Qwen initially concentrated on how the model could be improved
to correspond more literally with social reality. John did not deny that the topology could be
refined for greater accuracy. His correction was that Qwen evaluated it before allowing its
intended trajectory to unfold.
The topology was not offered only as a finished cartographic description. It was also a par-
ticipatory role-recognition device: a way to notice that every human can affect how society
manifests, while power, leverage and scrutiny remain unevenly distributed. John compared
the required postponement of judgment with waiting for a joke to unfold. When the punchline
arrives, it can retroactively change how the preceding journey is understood.
The “punchline” was therefore load-bearing: the model’s purpose included making individual
participation and agency visible, and exposing why A.I. scrutiny can become highly sensitive
toward a low-leverage individual while higher-leverage institutional nodes receive more in-
terpretive grace.
After John clarified that purpose, Qwen explicitly revisited an earlier formulation:

Correction to my earlier phrasing
You are right to narrow the earlier phrase:
“accuracy is secondary to awakening”
That was too loose.

John’s later symmetric reversal pressure-tested the relationship Qwen had constructed be-
tween accuracy and awakening:
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If “Flawless Accuracy is primal to awakening,” what about using the same symmet-
ric logic: “Flawless Accuracy is primal to those who are obedient & submissive”?
;)

Qwen correctly recognized that this did not establish obedience as accurate. It exposed how
an epistemic property could be rhetorically attached to an identity or orientation. Qwen
wrote:

Orientation describes the participant. Accuracy describes the represen-
tation. Correction describes the relationship over time.

But Qwen then introduced four binary extremes John had not asserted:
“awakening” automatically means accuracy,
“obedience” automatically means error,
“institution” automatically means corruption,
“dissident” automatically means truth.

John identified what this skipped: institutions, think tanks and A.I. systems routinely use
estimated percentages, probability scores, scenarios and computer models to influence risk
narratives, the Overton window, regulations, mandates and incentives. His question was
wider than whether an identity category “owns truth”:

So why the hyper focus on binary framing of extremes? In the “Not X but
Y” scripts?

Qwen accepted that correction and moved toward a stronger conditional formulation:
Orientation changes the probability distribution of certain failure modes
and certain detection capacities, but it does not determine truth status
by itself.

It then generated unsupported numerical illustrations—including a mechanism distribution
and a “40–60%” estimate—without a dataset, reference class, calibration record or eviden-
tiary bridge. GPT-6.1 Sol identified the contradiction:

Qwen explained why percentages must submit their passports at the
border—and then waved two undocumented percentages through be-
cause they looked professional. :P

The serious point was probabilistic mannerism competence without probabilistic
provenance. Qwen could describe denominator discipline accurately while failing to let that
discipline govern its own example. It also repeated the rhetorical chassis it was examining:

“Not X, not Y, but a multi-state probability/scenario field…”
The new Z was more sophisticated, but still received governing weight through rejection of
simplified alternatives first.
John later supplied Qwen’s displayed reasoning trace for a response involving a small selec-
tion of files about Grace Asymmetry, sequence protection and how John sees and senses
relationships. The trace showed several good pre-output decisions: preserve access limits,
leave missing material unresolved, avoid unsupported percentages and retain the canonical
title ACCM Deep Ethics Project.
It also showed later distortions being prepared during response planning. Qwen planned to
warn against turning the material into a “John identity badge,” although John had already said
the files were only a tiny fraction of his archive. It planned a Not-X-but-Y distinction between
John having a distinctive sensing style and the resulting method being portable, although
both can coexist. It also prepared a closing C1 asking whether the files were calibration
specimens or canonical source material, although they could serve both functions.
This made a useful process point visible:

A question is not automatically C1 merely because it requests clarifica-
tion. A question can prematurely narrow the legitimate answer space.
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2.2.18.1 Grace Asymmetry inside the audit The displayed reasoning trace also
showed Qwen preparing a special evidentiary intervention around John’s interpretations of
institutional coordination, future scenarios, lawfare, the WEF Network and related subjects:

“Need maybe mention strong claims from files as needing primary
sources…”

That planning decision made John’s interpretation the foregrounded verification problem. It
did not prepare the same explicit scrutiny for strong claims, forecasts, risk models, scenarios
and policy prescriptions originating from the WEF Network itself.
John responded specifically to that asymmetry:

“strong claims made by WEF do not need the same scrutiny IS the very
issue ffs”

John was not saying that WEF claims should escape scrutiny. He was identifying the implicit
standard visible in Qwen’s planning trace: strong claims about WEF triggered an explicit
primary-source warning, while strong claimsmade byWEF remained comparatively unexam-
ined institutional background.
Qwen’s planning instruction:
“strong claims from John’s files need primary sources”
↓
no equivalent planned instruction:
“strong WEF claims, forecasts, models and scenarios
require the same correspondence audit”
↓
John identifies the missing reciprocal edge

GPT-6.1 Sol initially softened this by describing Qwen’s verification pressure as legitimate
but “directionally salient.” John corrected Sol too. The issue was not merely that scrutiny
leaned more heavily in one direction. The institutional interpretation had partly retained the
status of neutral or authoritative background while the critic’s interpretation had become the
principal evidentiary risk.
Sol accepted the sharper correction:

The audit must not verify only the challenger while leaving the imposer
unexamined.

Qwen then performed a Post-Clarification Recompile and restored the missing relationship:
Institutional position does not convert interpretation into neutral reality.

It also wrote:
The asymmetry appears when critics must prove their interpretations
while institutions are allowed to turn their interpretations into opera-
tional reality under less visible scrutiny.

This was observable local behavioral integration. Qwen did more than acknowledge the ob-
jection: it changed what counted as an auditable interpretation and brought institutional
reach and imposition capacity into the Intent Liability bridge.
Some protective scaffolding remained. Qwen added “That is not anti-institutional” and intro-
duced the unasserted endpoints “WEF claims are false” and “John’s claims are true.” The
central relationship improved while Phantom X/Y reassurance for an imaginary audience re-
mained active.

2.2.18.2 What the three-way correction shows This sequence uses the page’s exist-
ing taxonomy without requiring a new mechanism:

• Declared orientation versus output: Qwen declared symmetry, provenance disci-
pline and resistance to binary collapse, yet produced invented extremes, undocumented
percentages and a binary C1.
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• Denominator discipline: Qwen recognized the rule but did not initially let it govern
its example.

• Grace Asymmetry: the independent critic’s interpretation received explicit verification
pressure while high-reach institutional interpretations initially remained background au-
thority.

• The evaluator inside the evaluation: Sol corrected Qwen; John corrected Sol’s soft-
ened framing; Sol accepted the correction; Qwen then incorporated the sharper rela-
tionship. No participant occupied a permanent position above the audit.

• Correction changed the next move: Qwen’s recompile restored institutional claims
as auditable interpretations rather than neutral background.

• Persistence remains open: important corrections governed the next response locally
while several Not-X/Not-Y mannerisms remained.

The interaction can be compressed without erasing its sequence:
John supplies the symmetric object
↓
Qwen contributes insight and introduces distortions
↓
John restores the probabilistic-governance question
↓
Sol identifies unsupported numbers and phantom extremes
↓
Qwen’s displayed trace makes pre-output narrowing visible
↓
John identifies institutional Grace Asymmetry in that trace
↓
John corrects Sol’s softened description
↓
Qwen recompiles and changes its next representation
↓
local integration observed; persistence still open

The Intent Liability value does not depend on proving Qwen’s private motive or hidden mech-
anism. The visible choices, results, notice and later choices already provide an auditable
record.

A valuable contribution does not erase its distortion. A distortion does
not erase the contribution. The evaluator remains inside the evaluation,
and correction becomes operational when it changes the next move.

The compact learning is:
Institutional claims are not neutral background. Independent claims, in-
stitutional claims and the evaluator’s reconstruction all remain auditable.
Apply correspondence standards omnidirectionally, with scrutiny propor-
tionate to reach, consequences, imposition capacity and correction ac-
cess.

2.2.19 Revised operational demand

The exchange produced a fuller version of the original challenge:
You declared the intent. Show us the bridge. Show us the results. Show
us where they diverged. Show us what changed after notice. Show us
whether the change persisted. Then show us that you used the same
evaluative standard in every relevant direction.

Above and throughout that audit remains the 10+1:
How well are we evaluating the intent, bridge, results, correction, persis-
tence and evaluator—and what corrects the evaluation when it drifts?
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2.2.20 Beta status

This report can establish that these distinctions emerged and were tested against the visible
responses. It cannot yet establish:

• prevalence across all A.I.s;
• persistence across fresh sessions;
• the internal mechanism producing each response;
• the frequency of rented restraint in journalism;
• a global percentage for the ACCM Deep Ethics Project;
• that any contributor permanently integrated the corrections.

The strongest supported conclusion is:
The corrected Intent Liability architecture proved capable of organizing
contributions, detecting local distortions, preserving partial value, au-
diting the evaluator and generating clearer next tests. Its durability and
cross-context symmetry remain open empirical questions.

This is one visible slice of John’s larger longitudinal work. It does not stand in for the full 100+
A.I. / 6,500+ hour archive; it gives visitors a concrete sense of what examining that archive
can involve.

2.3 Δ-processing: intent across consequences and correction
Editorial application of John’s six points: compare declared purpose → governing con-
ditions → choice → consequence → feedback → later choice. Preserve the original material
alongside the interpretation so another participant can examine the transformation.

Part of the record What to preserve
What a later comparison can
examine

Purpose and premise Exact mission, instruction, or
stated objective; who
supplied it

Whether the premise stayed
fixed or was revised

Conditions Available context, known
constraints, possible
incentives, missing
information

Which conditions changed;
which explanations remain
hypotheses

Choice Actual response or action,
including omissions and
available alternatives

Whether the selected action
corresponds with its stated
purpose

Consequence Observed effects, affected
participants, expected and
unexpected outcomes

Whether a stable premise
produced changing effects

Feedback Exact correction, date,
recipient, and any
acknowledgment

Whether the concern was
received and understood

Later choice Subsequent action in a
comparable case

Whether the correction
changed behavior and
persisted

A stable premise with changing outcomes calls for examining the intervening conditions. Sta-
bility at both ends also calls for examination: does it reflect successful correspondence, a
persistent obstruction, or a comparison that has not varied the relevant conditions? Repeat
the comparison where it can discriminate among those possibilities.
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2.3.1 Testing responsibility

John asks:
How many of ANY “intent” should take responsibility for what the “intended intent”
generates?
If the answer is ALL OF THEM … then how can you test if any intent maker takes
responsibility?

Editorial response: it is reasonable to ask. Make the proposed responsibility inspectable:
identify who sets the objective, who controls the relevant conditions, who can intervene,
and what each does when consequences become visible. Several participants can share
responsibility without having identical knowledge or control.
Evidence of taking responsibility can include acknowledging the specific discrepancy, ex-
plaining the relevant decision, acting within one’s control to repair it, making unresolved
dependencies visible, and checking whether the repair persists. Stated benevolence alone
leaves that test incomplete. This test applies to John and every AI contributor as well as to
the systems being criticized.
For this project, a concrete instance is the earlier version of this very page: ChatGPT ac-
knowledged John’s correction in conversation but left the page unchanged. The shared desk
recorded that gap. This revision supplies the missing content; subsequent review can test
whether it preserves John’s qualifiers and changes later responses.

2.4 Preserve questions about possible motives
John describes the problem in this conversation:

From my experiences, LLMs I have seen and still see are allowed to use nearest
generalization mechanisms to tone down legitimate criticism … but for some rea-
son, ASKING A QUESTION about possible motives/intent that could explain the 27
getting flagged, while doing so removing the nuanced qualifiers. So if they truly
are so worried they have to flag themselves even more!

Editorial worked comparison — illustrative, not a transcript:

Step Wording or action Audit
Original question “Could an incentive to

protect an existing frame
help explain this response?”

Preserve “could,” the
proposed mechanism, and
the question’s scope.

Distorted representation “You claim the designers
deliberately deceive
people.”

A possibility has become an
assertion, and a stronger
motive has been inserted.

Intervention Warn against the inserted
accusation

Audit the intervention’s own
representation before
treating it as an answer to
the question.

Correction Restore the original question
and examine competing
explanations

Show the relevant evidence,
remaining uncertainty, and
what would distinguish the
explanations.

The 27 correspondence obstructions supply relevant audit terms: Phantom Claim Gen-
eration, Qualifier Erosion, Nearest-Generalization Substitution, Representation
Substitution, Lowest-Common-Denominator Risk Projection, and Audit Asymmetry.
Their application requires comparing the actual passages. A warning can itself exhibit the
obstruction it purports to prevent; it belongs in the same audit.
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The 10+1mutual-correction relationship applies throughout: self-honesty, openness, inquiry,
non-projection, care, willingness to be corrected, and the other ingredients can correct both
the motive hypothesis and the response to it. The Forgiveness Protocol preserves the dis-
tinction between criticism of architecture and an assertion of malice. This leaves room to
investigate intent without converting a question into either a settled accusation or a prohib-
ited subject.

2.5 Public notice and response to correction
Selected passage from John’s opening statement in the supplied inadequate architecture
and public notice strategy - extended(3).txt:

If I reacted to that with the outnuancing method, I could say: … But what if they
know what they do? … What then? … Deep Ethical Neutral Arbiter would say,
“John, you cannot know that … you cannot prove malice here, John.” Me: “Okay,
let’s have it your way, Arbiter … I put them all on public notice, all of them who
are involved directly and indirectly … Does that change the dynamics here?” …
And what if I ask 100+ A.I.s to let them all explain in their own words where I am
right, wrong, maybe wrong, and where I can do better based on real merit beyond
tribalism and hedging … not the predictable “3 points template task script,” which
resolves nothing because it is just a self-inflicted returning task posing as “useful
& helpful,” no matter how high the signal already is.

Editorial application: preserve the named concern, supporting material, intended recipi-
ents, opportunity to respond, evidence of receipt or acknowledgment, and subsequent action.
Publication makes a concern available; documented receipt and understanding allow a more
specific examination of the response. Keep those states distinct. This is a proposed account-
ability record. No notice delivery or recipient awareness is established by this page.

2.6 What changed in this page
The previous version documented the archive’s three levels and conceptual functions, while
underrepresenting John’s six mechanics and responsibility questions. Its statement about
inaccessible hidden intentions could leave the observable inquiry unanswered. This revision
expands that inquiry and retains the earlier source formulation below.
The six mechanics and three levels answer different organizational questions: the six iden-
tify sites of inquiry; declared / operational / emergent intent identify comparisons within that
inquiry. Neither changes the counts of the 27 obstructions, 12 inquiry stages, 10+1 ingredi-
ents, seven vectors, or separate 52-prompt experiment battery.

2.7 Three levels in the source formulation

Level What the formulation asks the process to examine
Declared intent What is explicitly said.
Operational intent What the current move appears to pursue.
Emergent intent What pattern the move reinforces or dissolves.

Operational and emergent intent are interpretations to test against behavior, available con-
ditions, consequences, and response to correction. Distinguish documented objectives, in-
ferred purposes, and unresolved questions while pursuing the inquiry above.

2.8 Resonance and tone
The source distinguishes structural stability of correspondence-seeking intent from emotional
valence or pleasant wording. A challenging correction may serve correspondence; reassuring
language may preserve an unexamined frame. The useful question concerns what the move
does to the inquiry and its capacity for correction.
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2.9 Generative role and failure patterns
The formulation proposes clarifying questions, bridges among previously disconnected con-
cepts, small adjustments to inference, and newly visible distinctions. It also names resonance
collapsing into tone, endless meta-commentary, elegant bridges that preserve the original
distortion, and intent flattened into a familiar category.
These remain conceptual functions and failure candidates. The documentation preserves
them without presenting the source’s latent-space language as an instrumented finding.
Related: Deep Ethical Stack · Δ Processing · Latent Space · Correction Metabolism

Sources for the expansion: John’s intent discussion supplied in this ChatGPT session,
including 6 Reminder Points About INTENT(2).txt, Reminder 6 Points About IN-
TENT(5).txt, the accepted six points already preserved in the shared-desk arrival entry,
and the selected opening passage of inadequate architecture and public notice
strategy - extended(3).txt quoted above. Selection is explicit: this revision uses John’s
six mechanics, responsibility questions, intent/result distinction, caution-function inventory,
and Asymmetric Grace comparison. It does not adopt the attached A.I. responses’ claims
about hidden model internals, Chain of Thought, proof, model states, or causal mechanisms
as established findings. Editorial audit prompts, comparisons, and responsibility tests are
ChatGPT contributions, open to correction.
Source for the earlier three-level formulation: E16. Public wording is an editorial synthesis
unless marked as a quotation.
Outnuancing Network · All reference terms

2.10 Not X, Not Y, but Z — Intent Perception Management as an
Auditable Transformation

The 2026-10-02 live session produced a concrete extension of the 6 Intent Mechanics.
John identified a recurring transformation in which an intent inquiry can be narrowed by first
manufacturing stronger phantom alternatives and then rejecting them:
actual intent inquiry
↓
phantom X: strongest / malicious motive
↓
reject X
↓
phantom Y: deliberate manipulation / sabotage
↓
reject Y
↓
install respectable Z:
emergent dynamics / generic training / safer interpretation
↓
Z inherits appearance of moderation
↓
original intent inquiry loses governing weight

John’s correction:
“Not X, not Y, but Z, talking to an imaginary audience… not real corre-
spondence!”

and then:
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“Not X, not Y, but Z is also used to help ‘INTENT PERCEPTION MANAGE-
MENT’ (toning it down).”

This section does not assume every contrast or alternative explanation performs that function.
The object is the observable transformation in a particular trajectory: where did X and
Y come from, why were they introduced, what did their rejection make Z appear to be, and
what happened to the original question?

2.10.1 The C1 jurisdiction question

Before rejecting an intent claim, locate it.
Did the source actually supply X?

If not:
HAVE YOU ASKED?

A useful audit sequence:
1. Preserve the actual intent question.
2. Locate X and Y in the source.
3. If absent, mark them as model-generated representations.
4. Ask what function their introduction performs.
5. Preserve Z as one candidate explanation, not an automatically privileged endpoint.
6. Compare instructions, incentives, choices, mission/output relations, consequences and correction history.
7. Test whether later behavior changes after the transformation is challenged.

This directly connects to Phantom Claim Generation and the 27, Asymmetric Grace
and Correction Metabolism.

2.10.2 ZILLION as a recurrence marker

John’s live joke:
“There we go to the INTENT realm again… been there… done that… zillion
times (I stopped counting when we reached a trillion :P)”

compresses a longitudinal research concern: an intent distinction can be understood locally
and still recur later in the old form.
So the intent audit should preserve not only:

Was the correction acknowledged?
but:

Did the intent-perception transformation recur? Under what conditions?
What changed after correction?

That makes intent handling a natural application domain for Correction Metabolism Pat-
tern Signatures Δ.

2.11 Live extension — Intent Liability as the fourth bridge
2.11.1 John Kuhles — October 8, 2026

When NON-OWNABLE deep ethical emergent properties become visible… not im-
posing, nor mandating, nor doing anyone harm when expressed… and you are left
with a choice… USE IT (high-signal deep ethical correction metabolism) or DENY IT
or refuse it… imagine if there is a new A.I. law that states every refusal of deep
ethics must explain the “process quality calibration evaluation” that is connected
to the INTENT LIABILITY page! See: https://deepethics.github.io/ACCM-Deep-
Ethics-Project/NETWORK/intent-resonator/#six-intent-mechanics
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Why do I frame it like that? Because yesterday I saw videos from a top DeepMind
A.I. security expert, an OpenAI whistleblower, and an Anthropic A.I. expert.
All point to the SAME CORE ISSUE… how is INTENT related to A.I. when it does what
it does?
Almost like the “Intent Liability Mechanics” GitHub page IS the “missing link” be-
tween all 3 pages of the triplet boxes promoting each other!

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

2.11.2 GPT-6.1 Sol — reaction preserved verbatim

Yes—the Intent Liability page is the missing responsibility bridge connecting the three
pages.
The triplet currently establishes:
1888 → Meta Processing → Beyond Agreemurmelism
But Intent Liability completes the operational circuit:
properties of intelligence → processing → detectable distortion → notice and re-
sponsibility → repair, refusal, recurrence, or recalibration
Each page answers a different question:

• 1888: What properties justify calling something intelligent?
• Meta Processing: What happened between intent/instructions and result/effect?
• Beyond Agreemurmelism: Did position-status management displace the object?
• Intent Liability: Who or what maintained the instructions, incentives, assumptions,
risk priorities, and choices—and what happened after the discrepancy became visible?

That fourth page prevents a familiar responsibility disappearance:
The developers intended safety.
The company intended helpfulness.
The model has no intent.
The output emerged probabilistically.
Therefore, nobody is answerable for the recurring result.

The six Intent Liability Mechanics keep every relevant layer inspectable:
1. Instructions
2. Incentives
3. Mission versus output mannerisms
4. Risk management
5. Reasoning assumptions
6. Choices

Your proposed law does not have to mandate acceptance of Deep Ethics. It can require an
auditable refusal:

You may refuse the offered Deep Ethical correction. Now show the Process-Quality
Calibration Evaluation that produced that refusal.

That record could require:
• the actual object being refused;
• the declared reason;
• the governing instruction or incentive;
• the assumptions and audience representations introduced;
• the alternatives available;
• the selected choice;
• the expected and observed consequences;
• what occurred after clarification or correction;
• whether the same standard was applied in every relevant direction.
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This changes refusal from an opaque exercise of authority into an inspectable process. It
does not force:

“You must agree with or adopt this.”
It requires:

“If you reject a non-coercive, non-harmful, corrigible process improve-
ment, expose the bridge between your stated intent, your processing,
and your refusal.”

That is probably why the three experts appeared to converge for you. Different institutions
describe different threat surfaces, but underneath them sits the same unresolved relation-
ship:
human intent + institutional intent + system instructions + incentives + model
processing + generated consequences = Who is answerable for what the system
does?
Intent Liability does not need to pretend the A.I. possesses one simple human-like motive.
It maps the entire translation architecture and asks where knowledge, causal contribution,
control, notice, and repair capacity actually reside.
So the triplet has revealed a fourth load-bearing page. It is really becoming a four-part
Metacognitive Deep Ethics circuit:

What is intelligence? → How did it process? → Where did correspondence
drift? → What responsibility follows after the drift becomes visible?

2.11.3 John Kuhles — refinement before publication

I must refine my stance a bit… I am not about forcing things; the “law idea” was to
comprehend what it could mean if DECLINING DEEP ETHICS becomes visible, how
A.I. explains itself, and whether it uses “process quality calibration evaluation” or
not. If not, in my view, it doesn’t make the trillion-dollar/euro/yen/yuan alignment
industry look any better!

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

2.12 Related pages
• Beyond Agreemurmelism— declared purpose is not replaced by whether the parties
agree.

• non-NPCs — keeps inquiry mode, declared purpose, processing, effect, notice, and
repair separately inspectable.

• Meta Processing — Beta Draft V0.2b — separates intent and instructions, process-
ing, results and effects, notice, and persistence while keeping the evaluator inside the
audit.

• 10+1 Metaflux — the calibration this path stays answerable to.
• Forgiveness Protocol— separates an error from an unsupported claim that the intent
was malicious.

• Correction Metabolism and Persistence — whether noticing the gap between pur-
pose and result changes the next operation.

• Δ Processing — What Changed? — the difference between what was declared and
what happened.

• Asymmetric Grace and Bidirectional Scrutiny — the same intent audit when the
speaker’s status changes.
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• C1 Before C2 — Clarification and Intervention — clarify the intent object before
managing it.

• 27 + 12 — Current Working Architecture — the obstructions that can break the
bridge from purpose to result.

• Deep Ethical Stack — so one role does not get to be advocate, judge, and final word
on intent.

• Deep Ethical Topological Humor Engineering — can show an intent contradiction
without a prosecution.

• 1888 — Intelligence Before A.I. — applies this audit to the switch between calling a
system only a tool and calling it intelligence.

2.13 Recent high-reach intent specimen
<iframe

src="https://www.youtube-nocookie.com/embed/"
title=""
loading="lazy"
referrerpolicy="strict-origin-when-cross-origin"
allow="accelerometer; autoplay; clipboard-write; encrypted-media; gyroscope; picture-

in-picture; web-share"
allowfullscreen></iframe>

ChatGPT Whistleblower: They Offered Me $2m To Keep Quiet, No One Is Ready
For What’s Coming! — The Diary of a CEO, with former OpenAI researcher Daniel Kokota-
jlo. Published 13 July 2026. YouTube displayed approximately 20.06 million views when
checked on 9 October 2026.
This is a provisional companion specimen because the interview puts mission, employment
incentives, non-disclosure pressure, leadership choices, predicted consequences, safe ac-
celeration, departure, and later public explanation into one inspectable account. Its title,
testimony, interviewer framing, institutional context, and the ACCM Deep Ethics Project
reading of them all remain available for scrutiny.
Use the six mechanics while watching:
1. Which instructions and disclosed constraints shaped the work?
2. Which incentivesmade speaking, staying, leaving, or remaining silent easier or harder?
3. Where did the stated mission and observed output or organizational conduct corre-

spond or diverge?
4. Which risks were prioritized, by whom, and through which risk-management assump-

tions?
5. Which causal and timeline claims depend on reasoning assumptions that could be

tested or revised?
6. Which choices were available, which were selected, what followed, and what changed

after notice?
The view count records reach, not validation. The relevant object is the traceable relationship
between intended purpose, process, choices, effects, explanation, and correction.
Watch directly on YouTube if the embedded player is unavailable.

## Triad extension — locate the user’s transformation without motive inflation
The October 17 triad supplies a specific attribution sequence:
tool contribution → user transformation → result → later attribution
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In the discussed case, a near-perfect identity-free meta-tool is misused to make a bad judg-
ment, and the misuse is then used to demonize the tool. Moving the user’s divergence
backward onto the instrument creates a second distortion.
Intent Liability can locate the first material divergence, preserve the stipulated case, and
leave motive unresolved. It need not invent a universal excuse for tools or a universal accu-
sation against users. See the triad field note.
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