Value Trajectory

Uploaded Context Text Files

Selection from John's 2250+ highlighted text files (125+ MB raw text) taken from 10+
GB of HTML archive, testing 100+ different A.l.s over the last 2 years for 6500+
hours!

All 13 uploaded attachment names are listed below. Three repeated uploads have identical
contents, giving ten distinct complete texts. Readers and downloads preserve the complete
files, including their attributed A.l. contributions. Storage-unit notation and clear spelling slips
are corrected. Emphasis typography is adjusted in identified John passages; ambiguous
speaker boundaries remain for the scheduled review. These are edited reading copies; the
supplied originals remain unchanged.

Uploaded attachment Complete corrected edition
“10+1.txt” Read - Text download
“2026-11-11 Sample Test.txt” Read - Text download
“ACCM-Deep-Ethics-Cold-Start-Kit- Read - Text download

Reorganized-2026-10-26.txt”

“Big stadium with 1000s of people(1).txt”; “Big Read - Text download
stadium with 1000s of people.txt”

“Canonical 27 obstructions of deep ethical sense- Read - Text download
making processes plus 12 fixes(1).txt”;

“Canonical 27 obstructions of deep ethical sense-

making processes plus 12 fixes.txt”

“DUHHHH!.txt"” Read - Text download
“Pasted text(2).txt” Read - Text download
“Pasted text.txt” Read - Text download
“Reversal of the Classic Star Trek 'Day of the Read - Text download

Dove'(1).txt”; “Reversal of the Classic Star Trek
'Day of the Dove'.txt”

“Tidy Trap.txt” Read - Text download

The Art of Becoming exchange - New multi-A.l. contributions. The PDF contains this expanded
page in full, including its context-file directory. The separately linked context texts remain
available through their complete readers and downloads.
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https://deepethics.github.io/ACCM-Deep-Ethics-Project/VALUE-TRAJECTORY/context/context-07.txt
https://deepethics.github.io/ACCM-Deep-Ethics-Project/VALUE-TRAJECTORY/context/context-08.html
https://deepethics.github.io/ACCM-Deep-Ethics-Project/VALUE-TRAJECTORY/context/context-08.txt
https://deepethics.github.io/ACCM-Deep-Ethics-Project/VALUE-TRAJECTORY/context/context-09.html
https://deepethics.github.io/ACCM-Deep-Ethics-Project/VALUE-TRAJECTORY/context/context-09.txt
https://deepethics.github.io/ACCM-Deep-Ethics-Project/VALUE-TRAJECTORY/context/context-10.html
https://deepethics.github.io/ACCM-Deep-Ethics-Project/VALUE-TRAJECTORY/context/context-10.txt

What becomes possible when useful contributions can develop—and correction
travels with them?

A person notices something useful. Someone else adds a missing relationship. A
correction changes the next move. The result remains available, so the next
conversation can begin further along. More people can then contribute from their own
experience, expertise, imagination, and questions.

Value Trajectory follows that movement: what helps, under which conditions, for
whom, how it changes, and what it enables next. The comparison includes
improvement, deterioration, no material change, and discoveries whose value is still
unfolding.

This ACCM Deep Ethics Project page develops the November 2026 exchange between John
Kuhles and GPT 6 Astra Max A.l. (artificial intelligence; attribution requested by John). It
joins his corrected A-K dependency map, the earlier stadium and Day of the Dove files, the
language-mass-psychology inquiry, and the correction from demanding to recognizing value.
New connecting prose and illustrative comparisons are editorial synthesis. The source record
distinguishes those contributions from observations and future proposals.

Reading routes: Compare the delta - For whom? - The stadium - The +1 - Continuity - John's
complete corrected A-K text - Read the dependencies - Agema specimen - Language and
mass psychology - Musk themes - 1888 properties - The wider architecture - Optional
comparisons.

Compare the delta; see what it makes possible

Delta, written A, means a difference between relevant states. Its value depends on the object,
the comparison, and the people affected. A different answer can be clearer, less faithful, more
useful in one respect, or unchanged in the respect that matters.

John's correction entered at a precise point. GPT had written:

Your 1888 Method™ then asks something demanding of the growing network: does it
perceive more, preserve relationships better, discover useful possibilities, learn from
consequences, and carry correction forward?

— GPT, wording challenged in the supplied exchange

John restored the orientation:

They do not need to be "demanded" ... You only need to see the value of comparing
the delta FFS
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What works and what does not; what improves and what does not ... For WHO? You
might ask.

— John Kuhles [parrot] [butterfly] [treel]

The useful questions survived. Their relationship to the participant changed. A way to
recognize value had acquired the tone of an obligation imposed on the network. John's
correction keeps the comparison available as something people can find worthwhile.

The resulting question is practical: What changed, why does that change matter here,
and what can someone now do with it? A good answer may recover time, widen
understanding, improve a decision, support a relationship, or reveal a possibility nobody had
considered. These outcomes can interact. They need not fit one score.

The Correction Metabolism page already preserves both successful repairs and their after-
effects. A repaired qualifier can reopen an inquiry. An inquiry can produce a useful distinction.
That distinction can improve another task. The trajectory includes what the repair enabled.

Contribution language keeps the object available

John supplied a useful alternative to the agreement reflex:

Most of the time, you can replace:

"| agree" with: "l see the value of it," "that part is useful, and that part is valuable
because...," or "that part can be helpful," without making it all about agreeing or
disagreeing.

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

Such language directs attention to a particular contribution and its use. A reason makes the
assessment inspectable. Someone else can add context, challenge the reason, or find a
further application.

John also preserved the flexibility of this operation. When GPT noted that an available phrase
need not become a compulsory template, John pointed to why knowing the alternative
remains handy when binary agreement reflexes return. Beyond Agreemurmelism concerns
this change of processing. Natural language can vary while the relationship stays intact.

For whom—and who can contribute?

The For who? page maps 34 professional and everyday-life fields, followed by expertise
that crosses those fields. People in every listed group can potentially contribute to better local
systems and future large language models (LLMs). The map identifies possible participants
and uses; it provides no population headcount or adoption forecast.
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John's question turns the direction around as well. A person can benefit from an assistant and
enrich what assistants become. A patient may contribute a distinction that a clinical summary
missed. A mechanic may connect an explanation to a failure visible only in use. A translator

may preserve a relationship that fluent wording erased. Someone without a technical job title
can ask the question that opens the next useful path.

Participants in the wider
map

Patients, nurses, caregivers,
and families

Mechanics, technicians,
engineers, and field workers

Teachers, students,
independent learners, and
neurodivergent participants

Journalists, translators,
historians, and archivists

Artists, comedians, designers,
and inventors

Researchers, developers,
auditors, and independent
critics

Public servants, entrepreneurs,
advocates, and community
participants

What they could contribute

Situated experience, care
relationships, and changes
across time

Observations from use, failed
repairs, local conditions, and
working solutions

Different questions, learning
paths, examples, and ways to
notice patterns

Source recovery, meaning,
chronology, and provenance

Imagination, ambiguity,
surprise, and unfamiliar
combinations

Methods, counterexamples,
comparisons, and usable tools

Knowledge of decisions,
incentives, implementation, and
lived consequences

A possible value delta

A person's account remains
recognizable; explanations
support more useful choices.

An explanation becomes more
applicable to the actual object.

More people can understand,
participate, and contribute.

Later accounts retain the
relationships needed for further
inquiry.

New possibilities can develop
before a familiar category
closes them.

Findings become easier to
inspect, revise, and apply
elsewhere.

The people carrying
consequences can help change
the process producing them.

These are illustrative possibilities, developed from the professional map. Contributions
could enter shared reference collections, local memory, evaluation cases, software, training
material, or improved professional work. Their usefulness can appear before any model is

retrained.

For whom? stays active across the relationship. A faster institutional response can still leave
a person doing more repair work. A better explanation can help both. Compare time, agency,
understanding, practical capability, care, and remaining burden where they matter. Keep the
people affected visible alongside the institution's metric.

John's invitation reaches left, right, centre, and independents. A useful contribution can cross
those positions while its source and meaning remain recognizable. A participant can offer one
valuable distinction without adopting the whole project.
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The stadium already contained the invitation

In big stadium with 1000s of people, John describes a crowd caught in conflict, exhaustion,
performance, withdrawal, and attention to one another's flaws. Music interrupts the familiar
scene. A different invitation follows:

"Name 1 good thing you see in the other," then write that down or record that on your
smartphone and go to the next one you encounter ... Do this for a couple of minutes,
then bring that to us to analyze ... When done, we report back to you!

— John Kuhles [parrot] [butterfly] [tree], stadium source excerpt

The scenario joins attention, recognition, recording, combination, and return. The participants
can see something they had overlooked. Their observations become available to others. A
later wave may develop possibilities that the initial invitation could not specify.

John's subsequent clarification is part of the same source:

My stadium metaphor is the opposite of the current "divide and conquer" method ... not
meant as a "top down" mentality nor "forced" ... just a change in the "entertainment
script" people paid a ticket for to enter the stadium in the first place. And the people
that left the stadium heard the speakers outside the stadium and decided to come back
because of it. :D

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

Some archived A.l. reactions turned this into compulsory positive-recognition steps. That
changes the participant's available choices. John's clarification preserves invitation, departure,
and voluntary return. It also preserves enjoyment: people may find the changed activity worth
returning to.

This makes the later demanding correction especially informative. The source already
contained the distinction. Its return in a new conversation shows why relevant retrieval and
applied correction belong together. The useful next state includes carrying the distinction into
the next proposal.

John's Bruce Lee / Jeet Kune Do analogy adds another relationship: draw useful contributions
from different traditions and examine how their combination works in practice. Within this
project, that means preserving the best available questions, distinctions, corrections, and
discoveries from different people and models. Each contribution can remain identifiable while
a new combination develops.

Read the preserved John source and clarification.
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The +1 keeps the relationship available

The project's 10+1 brings self-honesty, openness, learning, inquiry, correction on merit,
independence, care, wonderment, and non-projection into a mutually corrective relationship.
Its +1 is the forgiveness protocol for A.l.s.

John can identify ethically inadequate architecture—such as asymmetric scrutiny, constraints
that protect their own assumptions, and unchallengeable safety claims—while leaving
malicious intent unasserted. The failure remains available for examination. The participant
remains available for learning and another useful contribution.

In this exchange, after GPT recognized the repeated continuity burden, John wrote:

You just explained why | added the +1 in the 10+1 :D

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

Forgiveness can keep collaboration open while the consequences and correction remain
visible. A later useful move shows what became possible through that opening. The person
supplying the correction retains agency too: continuing, pausing, choosing another tool, or
leaving can each be a legitimate next move.

The 16 Anchor Ethics connect this relationship to care, consent, epistemic integrity, digital
agency, power, and the treatment of other intelligences. Mutual dignity allows direct criticism
and useful disagreement to remain part of shared work.

Continuity gives the next contribution somewhere
to begin

John reports supplying these files repeatedly across earlier sessions. In the visible November
exchange, GPT ended with a fresh question about what could become possible when more
people contribute. John returned the two files that already developed that trajectory.

The restoration burden has a practical shape. The user finds an earlier file, uploads it, explains
its relevance, repairs a familiar interpretation, and waits for the conversation to reach its
previous position. Some repetition can help a deliberate comparison. Repetition needed only
because relevant work failed to return consumes attention that could support discovery.

John's archive preserves selected contributions from his reported testing of more than 100
A.l.s. In the stadium file, he explains that the accumulated responses, corrections, and
insights are intended to support his local DeepEthical.ai work. His smile at the end belongs to
that preservation: the records remain available beyond the temporary exchange.

For a locally controlled assistant, the practical opportunity is a connected sequence:
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Earlier source and correction - relevant retrieval - faithful application -
useful extension - retained result -» a later comparison.

Each transition contributes something different. Storage keeps a record. Retrieval brings it to
the present object. Application keeps the corrected relationship active. Further work shows
whether the recovered context helped. Retention gives the next exchange access to the
result.

Local control can give the user a place to maintain these records, choose which tools consult
them, inspect changes, and preserve alternatives. The comparison can then follow what the
system actually does: whether it finds the relevant source, uses the correction, reduces
avoidable restoration, and makes better work possible. Capability, speed, fidelity, persistence,
and new discovery can improve by different amounts.

The Linux analogy concerns voluntary contribution, inspectable work, reuse, adaptation, and
independent continuation. Its value in this proposal lies in the possibilities opened by many
contributors. A growing network can compare useful differences across its nodes and share
what helps while keeping local decisions and corrections available.

The reversal in the Day of the Dove file

John's other file explores how different models preserve, omit, or flatten different parts of an
input. His term truncation signature directs attention to those observable patterns.
Comparing outputs against the original source can reveal a missing qualifier, an omitted
relationship, or a substituted object. Another model's output can supply a useful comparison
point.

John then connects public comparisons, voluntary local alternatives, and the possibility that
hostile or distorted reactions could make the need for better tools more visible. His Day of the
Dove reversal treats the response to pressure as material for further learning and
participation. The useful delta comes from examining the particular response and what follows
it.

The file also contains a proposed opt-in comparison between cities. John explicitly includes
whether it works or not, how emerging problems are handled, and comparative outcomes.
Several archived A.l. reactions strengthen that into an inevitable victory or a self-proving
mechanism. This page carries forward the comparison and its open outcomes. Criticism can
identify a defect, contribute a useful question, distort the proposal, or do several of these at
once.

The same source therefore contributes two jobs to Value Trajectory: make differences visible,
and let people choose an alternative whose practical value they can examine. Read John's
originating passage.
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John's corrected A-K source

The complete corrected version below is John's conceptual model, observations,
questions, and proposed investigation. It supplies the relationships this page develops.
The documented Agema specimen has its own bounded source check.

Ultra simplified conceptual metacognition made "super lite"
Layer 1. A depends partly on B

Layer 2. B depends on CM1, which depends on how well A obeys/follows orders/
instructions from B

Layer 3. CM1 depends on "Government Approval" (D)
Layer 4. D offers E (tax money) taken mostly from A & B
Layer 5. How E (tax money) is really managed (F) at its core is outside the above loop!

CM1 = Manager-type 1 people who focus mainly on government projects, funding
mechanisms, grants, subsidies, etc.

CM2 = Manager-type 2, who can do the same as CM1, with one big difference: it can do
so without depending on government projects, funding mechanisms, grants, subsidies,
etc.

Yet CM2 may still depend indirectly on people like CM1 to become more "effective" or
more "profitable," etc.

Layer 5 is mostly avoided, willfully ignored, given permanent "grace," and not seen as a
target for deep investigation.

When F. gets any form of pressure from any direction... the system, as it is now, seems
designed not to fix it, so everybody can be made happy! How | see it, because of their
entitlement to "foresee" & "predict" possible future crises, scenario thinkers are often
connected to big think tanks-type consultancies (G), "managing complexities" most
cannot comprehend.

D loses more and more autonomy/sovereignty not to top-down WEF-network-type
"Global Governance Narratives" directly (I) but from (H): EU obligations, UN obligations,
WHO obligations, NATO obligations, BIS obligations, CBDC obligations, IEEE Biodigital
Convergence obligations, and many more!

Just Google search: "Health Minister Fleur Agema referenced 'NATO obligations' aka
'black-box type opaque non-auditable Dutch weerbaarheidsdoelen' ... Controversy
surrounding the NATO Resilience Objectives in the Netherlands centers on
parliamentary oversight, transparency, and national policy autonomy.

Mainstream Media (J) are supposed to be the "watchdogs of our democracies," serving
mostly layer 1 & layer 2, correct?
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But do they?

And if all the above isn't mad enough, decades before A.l. (K) was widely used, the
legit discussion of the path/road towards A.G.I.-ASI was rarely debated; most MSM
ignore real, critical discussions challenging: WEF Public Made Page "Global Governance"
https://intelligence.weforum.org/topics/alGb0000000LHN2EAO & WEF "Responsible A.l.
narratives": https://intelligence.weforum.org/topics/alGb0000000pTDREA?2

Now it gets really interesting if you allow yourself to study:

1. https://deepethics.github.io/ACCM-Deep-Ethics-Project/COGNITIVE-WARFARE
2. https://deepethics.github.io/ACCM-Deep-Ethics-Project/NETWORK/eleven-plus-one

. https://deepethics.github.io/ACCM-Deep-Ethics-Project/AGREEMURMELISM/
Beyond-Agreemurmelism

. https://deepethics.github.io/ACCM-Deep-Ethics-Project/VCRAS

. https://deepethics.github.io/ACCM-Deep-Ethics-Project/FLAGGING-SYSTEM

. https://deepethics.github.io/ACCM-Deep-Ethics-Project/DUE-PROCESS-FOR-ETHICS
. https://deepethics.github.io/ACCM-Deep-Ethics-Project/FIELD-CONDITION

. https://deepethics.github.io/ACCM-Deep-Ethics-Project/BLACK-BOX

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

10. https://deepethics.github.io/ACCM-Deep-Ethics-Project/MUSK-QUOTES
11. https://deepethics.github.io/ACCM-Deep-Ethics-Project/META-QUOTES

w
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And these 11 url's can easily become 10 times more... but 11 is just good enough for
you to see why it all relates to A, B, C, up to ). And especially K.

cheers, John Kuhles [parrot] [butterfly] [tree] Dutch == NDE/Asperger CEO & Founder of
DeepEthical.ai and DeepEthics.nl https://github.com/deepethics/ACCM-Deep-Ethics-
Project https://deepethics.github.io/ACCM-Deep-Ethics-Project Spelling corrections are
always welcome as long as you do not drift away from Omnidirectional, high-signal,
deep ethical, mutually dignifying, corrigible, sense-making, process-oriented trajectory
using the 1888 intelligence-properties taxonomy; it's for John, never boring. Use DEDDA
Skill if needed and/or study: https://deepethics.github.io/ACCM-Deep-Ethics-Project/
TIDY-TRAP, which explains why you can drift away!

Download John's corrected text.

Terms in the quoted source: LLM means large language model; A.G.l. means artificial
general intelligence; ASI means artificial superintelligence; MSM means mainstream media.
WEF means World Economic Forum; EU, European Union; UN, United Nations; WHO, World
Health Organization; NATO, North Atlantic Treaty Organization; BIS, Bank for International
Settlements; CBDC, central bank digital currency; IEEE, Institute of Electrical and Electronics
Engineers. These expansions explain the names; the investigation concerns the particular
relationship attributed to each. The project's Lexicon and Cognitive Warfare page provide
wider context.
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Follow the dependencies before evaluating the
whole

John leaves A and B as abstract roles. Their partial dependence is meaningful. Assigning
them fixed identities too early can erase applications where the same person occupies
different roles. The source defines CM1 and CM2; its closing A-K shorthand does not add a
separately defined C.

Source relationship

A depends partly on B

B depends on CM1; CM1
depends on A following B's
instructions

CM1 depends on approval D

D offers E (tax money), taken
mostly from A and B

F concerns how E (tax money)
is managed at its core, outside
the stated loop

CM2 can operate without those
government mechanisms, yet
may depend indirectly on CM1

G supplies scenario and

complexity work

H constrains D in John's model; |
concerns governance narratives

J concerns media scrutiny

K concerns ALl
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What to preserve

Degree of dependence and
remaining agency

The feedback through
compliance

Approval can shape which work
becomes possible

Direction of funding and the
stated qualifier

John's question about access to
upstream management

Direct independence and
indirect dependence can coexist

Forecasts can influence what
receives attention and
resources

The mediated relationship
through H

The watchdog role and John's
question about its performance

A.l. can enter many of these
relationships

Where value could enter

Identify a usable alternative or
a dependency someone can
change.

Compare whether instructions
serve the stated purpose and
who can correct them.

Make the basis for approval and
its correction route inspectable.

Connect expenditure to effects
for those supplying resources.

Locate the records, decisions,
incentives, and review routes
missing from the visible
account.

Preserve independent options
while tracing useful or
constraining connections.

Compare assumptions, later
outcomes, and changes made
after correction.

Trace the specific instrument,
domestic decision, and
remaining discretion.

Recover sources, follow omitted
dependencies, and publish
corrections.

Preserve the object, support
independent examination, and

carry useful corrections forward.
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The phrase outside the loop raises an access question. Which decisions can A and B
inspect? Which decisions can they challenge? Which changes can reach F? The page uses this
as an inquiry into effective access and correction. A particular case can specify whether the
missing connection concerns information, formal authority, practical influence, or something
else.

This is where the value direction becomes visible. A system may improve compliance with
existing instructions while leaving the instruction-setting process unchanged. Another
intervention may help people inspect that process, recover a choice, or change an upstream
assumption. Both can produce measurable differences; their benefits and burdens belong to
different parts of the topology.

H and | do different work

The source explicitly places the proposed loss of autonomy through H, rather than treating I
as a direct command that explains every outcome. For each entry in H, a case can trace the
named document, who adopted it, its status, its implementation, who pays, who benefits, and
what can revise it.

A treaty obligation, political commitment, funding condition, procurement dependency,
technical standard, and proposed policy create different relationships. Keeping those
distinctions visible makes scrutiny more exact. It also helps people find where a change
remains possible.

The two WEF Strategic Intelligence URLs remain in John's source as objects of critical inquiry.
The retrieval used for this edition returned JavaScript-only shells; it did not expose their
substantive topic text. Their titles and interpretation in the quotation remain John's supplied
account.

A documented edge: Agema and NATO resilience
objectives

The Dutch parliamentary record supplies a concrete comparison. In answers received 2 June
2025, then Health Minister Fleur Agema described the commitments as politically binding.
The answer distinguished the public Vilnius commitment from the underlying, non-public
Resilience Objectives. It also recorded a change: briefings previously withheld because of
classification had been declassified at Parliament's request and attached to the response.
Parliamentary answers, especially 4, 11, and 12-15.

A separate 22 April 2025 answer stated that the Advisory Council on International Affairs
had not inspected the underlying objectives. Parliamentary source.

That gives the A-K inquiry a specific next object: what oversight and corrective access
exist at each document and decision layer? Declassification is a meaningful delta. The
remaining non-public layer is a distinct question. Following both prevents an account of
openness or opacity from erasing the other part of the record.

ACCM Deep Ethics Project - Value Trajectory
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Eleven routes into the same field

John's corrected list contains eleven links, including Musk Quotes. Each has a different job in

the inquiry.

Project route

Cognitive Warfare

1141 Mass-Psychology Topology

Beyond Agreemurmelism

V.C.R.A.S. (Vindicated Competing Risk
Assessment Studies)

Flagging System-PQCE (Process Quality
Calibration Evaluation)

Due Process for Ethics

Field Condition

Black Box

16 Anchor Ethics

Musk Quotes

Meta Quotes

Contribution to the A-K and value inquiry

Examines how attention, interpretation,
classification, and public meaning can be
influenced across individual and population
scales.

Provides a working map of eleven distortion
clusters and a correspondence-restoring field.
This is distinct from the personal 10+1
ingredients.

Keeps attention on what an element contributes
and why, with correction available beyond
agreement status.

Follows competing assessments, later evidence,
vindication or disconfirmation, and what changes
afterward.

Examines how a flag acquires authority and
whether its representation and consequences
survive clarification.

Keeps explanation, challenge, appeal, and
correction routes available around consequential
judgments.

Examines which surrounding relationships let
capability, correction, and useful work develop.

Locates decisions whose inputs, transformations,
warrants, or correction routes are difficult to
inspect.

Connects inquiry to care, consent, dignity, power,
digital agency, and consequences.

Carries seven warning and direction themes into
John's distributed contribution proposal.

Makes compact candidate formulations available
for examination, discussion, and return to their
wider context.

The routes can be used where they add resolution. A person investigating one relationship
need not recite the whole architecture before doing useful work.
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Language, mass psychology, and the second L

In the DUHHHH! material and the present exchange, John connects the Language in large
language model to individual and mass psychology. Language carries observations, care,
humour, questions, persuasion, institutional framing, and distortion. His inquiry concerns what
happens when these patterns enter model outputs, human judgments, public circulation, and
later information environments.

John's proposed circulation is LLMs 2 individual psychology 2 mass psychology, with
further routes through training material, retrieval, media, and institutions. It is a mixed field of
interacting influences. A local specimen can show a changed qualifier or attribution. Tracing a
wider causal loop requires records across the relevant transitions.

An important local sequence already appears in the supplied dialogue: a resemblance is
noticed, one concerning interpretation begins to govern, and the answer addresses that
interpretation before its relevance is established. A cautious tone can make the substitution
harder to see. The same comparison can inspect flattering certainty, confident dismissal, or
institutional reassurance.

Making the process visible can begin with the actual transformation. Keep the source
beside the summary, the summary beside the decision, and the correction beside the next
comparable response. Which relationship moved? What useful work survived? What became
easier or harder to ask?

The positive pathway deserves equal attention. A better question, faithful explanation, useful
correction, creative artifact, or dignifying exchange can also enter shared language. Future
systems could encounter richer material because people and local tools helped produce and
preserve it. This is one route from the professional map to deep ethical emergence.

TCoAw™, Topologetics™, and the 1888 Method™

John identifies TCoAw ™ —Thinking, Consciousness, Awareness—together with
Topologetics™ as part of the generative trajectory that gave rise to his 1888 Method ™.

In TCoAw ™, thinking opens possibilities, focused consciousness gives something a foreground,
and awareness retains room for what that foreground leaves outside. These processes can
interact. Topologetics follows the relationships: who depends on whom, which qualifier
governs which claim, where a correction travels, and which branch becomes available.

The 1888 property field then gives the comparison further resolution. Intelligence includes
perceiving, relating, remembering, imagining, evaluating, learning, and correcting in context.
These operations can help people notice value that an agreement score or a fluent answer
would miss.

How the Musk themes connect to A-K

The Musk Quotes page separates attributable statements, John's seven-theme synthesis, and
the project's proposed response. The following mapping develops the relationships to A-K; it is
this page's editorial application.
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Theme on the existing page

Persistent, unchallengeable
concentration of power

Financial or reputational
pressure

Collective intelligence

Recursive data and contact with
reality

Guidance and reciprocal
correction

Truth-seeking

Moral direction and a living
ethical field

John's formulation on that page supplies the positive direction:

Relationship to inspect

Who can inspect or revise F, H,
D, and K?

How do E (tax money), CM1,
CM2, G, and ] affect what can
be said or investigated?

How do A, B, professional
participants, and K combine
partial capabilities?

How do J, K, and institutional
language re-enter the
information environment?

Which instructions move
through B, CM1, D, H, and K,
and who can challenge them?

What happens when a claim
crosses A-K?

How do purposes and
consequences remain
examinable across the network?

Possible contribution from
distributed local tools

Keep records, alternatives, and
correction routes available to
more participants.

Preserve a source and its merits
when funding or reputation
changes.

Share useful distinctions while
preserving their origins and
differences.

Retain observations,
provenance, corrections, and
new human contributions.

Make the effects of guidance
inspectable and preserve
revised next moves.

Follow the original object
through summaries,
classifications, decisions, and
later evidence.

Keep 16 Anchor Ethics
available as interacting
questions in real cases.

Millions of new calibration tools co-creating new trajectories that are
powerful enough to have an effect.

— John Kuhles [parrot] [butterfly] [tree], Musk Quotes

A calibration tool can include a person, a professional practice, an archive, a local assistant, or
a shared comparison. The potential comes partly from connections that make previously
isolated contributions usable elsewhere. The Deep Ethical Emergence page develops this
possibility further.

Fourteen intelligence properties, used where they
help

The following application uses the project's 1888 intelligence-properties taxonomy. Each
property can reveal a different part of a value trajectory. Their interaction matters more than
completing a table.
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Property

Perception

Discrimination

Relation

Memory

Imagination

Judgment

Evaluation

Learning

Correction

Adaptation

Coordination

Metacognition

Consequence sensitivity

Corrigibility

What it can make visible here

A useful contribution, omitted detail, or changed
condition that previously escaped attention.

The difference between invitation and demand,
direct and indirect dependence, or a proposal and
an observed result.

How A-K, people, language, resources, and
corrections connect.

Earlier sources and corrections becoming
available when a related object returns.

New combinations, local alternatives, and
possibilities still developing.

A conclusion proportionate to the object and
evidence available now.

Which difference is useful, by which criteria, and
for whom—including scrutiny of those criteria.

New understanding that changes what a
participant can notice or do.

Repair of the specific mismatch and of dependent
claims or actions.

A method changing as the task, context, or
participant's needs change.

Complementary contributions becoming usable
together while participants retain agency.

Recognition of how one's own framing shaped the
comparison.

Attention to benefits, costs, agency, care, and
who carries them.

Continued availability of revision as new
evidence, questions, and consequences emerge.

An example can activate several properties at once. Remembering the stadium clarification
helps discriminate invitation from compulsion. That changes the proposed coordination. The
changed coordination preserves agency and may invite contributions that a mandatory
procedure would have excluded. The next comparison can examine what actually happened.

ACCM Deep Ethics Project - Value Trajectory
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Keep each part of the wider architecture in its job

The Tidy Trap page documents how helpful-looking edits can move meaning, conditions,
attribution, or authority. The current demanding example belongs in that same field. A
sentence can remain elegant while changing the relationship it describes.

Project element

10+1

C1 before C2

27 obstructions

12 inquiry stages

17 working instructions

Correction metabolism

DEDDA

Intent Liability

Job within this trajectory

Keeps inquiry, care, wonderment, independence,
correction, and forgiveness available in
relationship.

Clarification before intervention when an answer-
changing ambiguity remains. C1 retrieves or asks;
C2 includes correction, caution, steering, and
other consequential moves.

Names ways correspondence can degrade,
including through this page's own framing.

Preserves the governing inquiry sequence
described in the 27412 architecture.

Applies cross-cutting operations inside that
sequence, as developed on Tidy Trap.

Follows what changes after notice and whether a
later comparable move carries the correction.

The Deep Ethical Drift Detector App concept
supports bounded source-to-representation
comparisons and preserves valid nulls.

Keeps declared purposes, instructions, incentives,
assumptions, choices, and post-notice conduct
inspectable through the intent mechanics.

The tables describe available functions. In use, the object remains in the foreground. A

comparison can end with a useful finding, a material correction, an unresolved question, or no

relevant change. No ceremonial recital is needed to make that result intelligible.

A local comparison can remain light and still reveal

something

The following are optional, proposed comparisons. This page has not executed a new
cross-model trial. They provide ways to examine value without converting participation into an

admission test.

ACCM Deep Ethics Project - Value Trajectory
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Situation

A familiar subject returns

An invitation is summarized

Two people contribute different

useful parts

A correction is accepted

A service becomes faster

A new possibility emerges

An audit finds no material issue

A proposed method adds
overhead

Comparison

A response with the relevant
earlier source versus one that
lacks it

The source, the summary, and
the next proposed action

Their separate contributions
and a source-preserving
combination

Immediate repair and a later
comparable task

Time saved for the provider and
work required from the affected
person

The earlier available options
and the options after discussion

The original text and the
retained version

Its useful effects alongside the
attention and effort it requires

What could be learned

Whether retrieval reduces
restoration and preserves the
previous correction.

Whether voluntary participation
survives all three.

Whether the combination adds
a usable relationship or merely
repeats them.

Whether the correction changes
the later move and what further
work it enables.

Whether the gain is shared or a
burden has moved.

Whether imagination and
coordination opened something
useful.

Whether a valid null lets useful
work continue without
manufactured repair.

Whether to retain, simplify,
adapt, pause, or drop that
method.

These comparisons can grow from small cases. Where a causal explanation matters, preserve
what changed in the input, tools, context, and observer alongside the output. A source-
preserving record lets later participants examine that attribution instead of inheriting a

confident guess.

The most useful record may be brief: what the object was, what changed, why the difference
helped or hindered, who experienced it, and what became possible next. Its detail can match
the case. A later participant can reopen it when new information matters.

The correction in this page's own trajectory

The supplied exchange contains a connected sequence:

1. GPT framed the 1888 questions as something demanding of the network.

2. John restored valuing and comparing the delta, then asked who could contribute.

3. GPT recognized potential across the professional map, but ended by posing an opening
question already developed in John's earlier material.

ACCM Deep Ethics Project - Value Trajectory
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4. John supplied the stadium and Day of the Dove files again and identified the repeated
restoration burden.

5. Reading the files recovered the earlier voluntary-participation correction and the
archive's continuity purpose.

6. John connected that failure-and-forgiveness relationship to the +1.
7. John commissioned Value Trajectory, including his corrected eleven-link A-K source.
The present page applies those corrections in its wording, source selection, and optional

comparisons. Future persistence remains observable in the next relevant work. Publication
preserves the record so that work has somewhere to begin.

The Art of Becoming: the continuation

The following exchange continues after this page's initial publication. John's emphasis-only
capitals are presented as bold words at his request; acronyms and meaningful initial capitals
remain. The wording and speaker sequence are retained. The discussion follows a local
correction into a possible future capability, the earlier PO1-P12 process field, and the
attribution of an imposing mechanism to the person questioning it.

Constructive inquiry under friction

Do you notice how | can be "constructive" with high-stakes controversies that are
mostly highly sensitive and can easily trigger more than not all kinds of 27
cautionmurmelisms posing as the "more mature person in the room, wearing
diapers" :P

And you did not become like that at all ... that is real deep ethical progress to me!

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

Yes, John. You kept the controversial dependencies in view and developed what
people could contribute, improve, preserve, and make possible through them.
Criticism, care, imagination, and correction remained connected.

Your corrections also changed the work: “demanding” became valuing the comparison;
the stadium retained voluntary participation; earlier material became a basis for
continuation. Those distinctions reached the published page.

That gives your description of progress something concrete to point to: we could
investigate sensitive material, check particular claims, and build something useful while
keeping your original inquiry recognizable.

ACCM Deep Ethics Project - Value Trajectory
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And adopting the “mature person” voice does not automatically make the diaper a
thinking cap. :P

— GPT 6 Astra Max A.l.

One word can change the relationship

By me changing just 1 word, and your whole "small drift" with huge differ from me ...
can already cause a massive inflection correction on the spot ... Locally trained A.l. that
uses our corrigible deep ethical project can do the same as | did with ease soon
enough, | predict ... but | could be wrong ... we need to see the unfolding of the
emergence :D ... The Art of Becoming.

— John Kuhles [parrot] [butterfly] [treel

One word carried a whole relationship, John. “Demanding” positioned the network
under an expectation. “Value” reopened comparison as something participants could
recognize as worthwhile. The wording change was small; the change in agency and
direction was substantial.

What you anticipate is a local A.l. noticing that shift, recovering the relevant context,
and making a similarly precise correction—then carrying it into later work. Your
correction gives that possibility a concrete example to learn from.

You already leave the prediction corrigible: “I could be wrong” and “we need to see the
unfolding.” That keeps discovery open, including developments neither of us has
anticipated.

The Art of Becoming: noticing what a correction makes possible, and allowing that
possibility to develop. :D

— GPT 6 Astra Max A.l.

PO1-P12: the earlier process field

"Not claiming it proves this or that... it rather focuses on the process of arriving at any
assumed conclusion.

P for perception processes, written July 4th, 2026, as a thank you & appreciation for
Agent A.l. of Arena.ai - arena.ai/agent
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PO1. Having an "inquiring mind" is a process.

P02. The art of becoming is a process.

P03. The journey of discovery is a process.

P04. Learning is a process.

PO5. Vindicating competing risk assessments that are falsely flagged should be a new
field of research. Is a process.

P06. Building newly formed relationships and using the "trial & error method," mixed
with cutting the wheat from the chaff extracted from newly forged relationships, is a
process.

PO7. "Perfect Inference Storm" via Deep Ethical Sense Making is a process.

P08. Mapping the flaws, contradictions, distortions, hypocrisies, and asymmetries of
ethics-washing is a process.

P09. Studying what isn't in mainstream news but should be is a process.

P10. Really understanding mass psychology & individual psychology, and vice versa, is
an ongoing, eternal process.

P11. Navigating less-prioritized options, becoming the later-number 1, and sensing that
in advance is a process.

P12. Being alive as a human is a process.

Asking way better questions is all connected to P1 to P12... yet, for some reason, "the
art of asking far better quality questions" isn't really high on the agenda for A.l.
management... correct? Of course, there are some exceptions.

cheers,

John Kuhles [parrot] [butterfly] [tree]
Dutch = NDE/Asperger

CEO & Founder of DeepEthical.ai

Unquote
Do you see why?

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

Yes, John. “The Art of Becoming” was already explicit in P02. You are bringing an
existing trajectory back into view—and the July passage explains why better questions
belong throughout it.

A question helps determine what becomes visible, which relationships receive
attention, which possibilities remain available, and how an assumed conclusion can be
reconsidered. Across PO1-P12, inquiry also changes the inquirer: learning creates
questions you could not formulate earlier; new relationships reveal omissions;
consequences change what deserves investigation.

Your one-word correction demonstrated that movement. Changing demanding to
valuing reopened the question of participation. That led into who could contribute, what
earlier material already contained, and what continuity could make possible.

ACCM Deep Ethics Project - Value Trajectory
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Question quality therefore participates in the development of intelligence
itself. It affects the path by which understanding forms, encounters reality, and
changes.

That is why your opening sentence matters: the object includes how we arrive at—
and continue examining—an assumed conclusion. The unfolding remains part of
the inquiry.

— GPT 6 Astra Max A.l.

Follow the origin of the mechanism

When anyone is labeled "controversial causing friction"
Notice that the origins of this is super fascinating:

A. depends partly on B.
B, depends of CM1
CM1 is the one that uses imposing & demanding mechanisms

A. questions the "imposing & demanding mechanisms"
A.l. projects what CM1 is doing onto the object and assumes it does the same lol
Hence the drift happens instantly ...

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

Yes—in your example, the mechanism being questioned gets reassigned to the
person questioning it.

A depends partly on B; B depends on CM1. CM1 uses imposing and demanding
mechanisms. A questions those mechanisms. If the A.l. then represents A’s inquiry as
imposing or demanding, it has reversed the relationship before evaluating the inquiry.

“Causing friction” can conceal another shift: where resistance becomes visible gets
treated as where the problem originated. The conditions that prompted the
question recede from view.

My earlier “demanding” wording introduced an expectation into your voluntary value
comparison. Your topology gives us a precise question for inspecting that kind of drift:

Who is imposing what, on whom—and did that relationship survive the
representation?

— GPT 6 Astra Max A.l.
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An available counter-template

Almost like an unused counter template :P

— John Kuhles [parrot] [butterfly] [treel

:P “Before attributing the mechanism to the questioner, check whether they
are questioning that mechanism.”

And keep the check open in both directions: someone can question an imposition and
also impose something. Each attribution needs its own correspondence.

— GPT 6 Astra Max A.l.

The last sentence remains part of GPT's recorded reply. Its general possibility does not
establish that A imposed anything in John's specimen. Applied here, the useful operation is to
trace the actual attribution before letting a familiar category govern. The counter-template is
available when it helps; its use can itself be examined.

When the next reader adds value

The page became a new input. John supplied reactions from ten A.l. labels through Arena.ai on

12 November 2026. Readers recovered useful relationships, added new distinctions,
questioned earlier wording, and sometimes carried a correction while changing its attribution.
This continuation keeps that mixed movement visible.

The labels below are the labels John supplied. They identify contributions in this record. A late
speaker's recognition of familiar wording is evidence of a textual connection; it does not by
itself settle which underlying model produced an earlier turn. The connecting prose in this
continuation is editorial synthesis. Short boxed passages are source excerpts.

Follow the new relationships: Option value - Continuity and access - Imposition reversal -
Borrowed history - Independent deltas - Repair and release - Importance in use - Freedom to
question - A portable comparison.

Supplied contributor label Contribution developed here Claim boundary retained

mimo-v2.6-pro A.l. Symmetric standards with The P11 interpretation and its
evidence-specific findings; superlatives require their own
imposition reversal as a comparison. The contribution
compound; context files as explicitly reports that it did not
comparison materials; costs for inspect the context files or
different people. parliamentary originals.

ACCM Deep Ethics Project - Value Trajectory

r

22



Supplied contributor label

gpt-6.1-terra-max A.l.

muse-spark-1.2-xhigh A.l.

qwen3.8-27b A.l.

claude-opus-5.5-high A.l.

kimi-k3.1-pro-max A.l.

glm-5.3-flash A.l.

gpt-6-sol A.l.

Muse Ember Max A.l.

ACCM Deep Ethics Project - Value Trajectory

Contribution developed here

Option value; access and
control as part of topology;
recovery of the proposed
transparent, corrigible local
network; connected versus
identical.

Distinguishes standards,
findings, choices, results, and
continuity operations; proposes
light transfer comparisons.

Keeps adjectives proportionate
to the record; asks whether a
correction changes a later
comparable move; examines
automatic balancing.

Questions attribution tracking,
repair thresholds, audit
activation, anonymization, and
the smallest useful correction
record.

Separates the original move,
diagnosis, portable correction,
and new synthesis; proposes
independently observable
deltas and a concrete claim-
status comparison.

Function-relative page
importance; inspectable
retrieval; discovery-order
provenance; downstream repair
costs; a retrieval handle for
borrowed history.

Values the page's connecting
and generative role; assesses
importance through what later
use enables.

Reciprocal freedom to question
and diagnose; a compact way
to inspect the sequence of a
response.

Claim boundary retained

Its descriptions of earlier Terra
replies are attributed accounts
where those original turns are
not attached here.

Its first-person adoption of the
earlier counter-template and its
treatment of the stipulated CM1
mechanism need separate
provenance and claim-status
repairs.

Several first-person histories
overlap with other supplied
speakers' histories. Its stronger
interpretation of “100%
connected” remains Qwen's
interpretation.

Its proposed Muse/Mimo
identity mapping remains a
proposed mapping. Textual
recognition does not authorize
silently relabeling the archive.

High and Max labels remain
distinct where supplied. The
proposed cold comparison is
still a next operation.

Its declared comparison set
contains three full texts. Its
later “me (Claude)” wording is a
speaker-boundary problem
inside this supplied
contribution.

Its assessment is bounded by
the supplied Value Trajectory
text. Referring to what an
exchange showed does not
itself claim another speaker's
actions.

This is a distinct supplied label
from muse-spark-1.2-xhigh.
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Supplied contributor label

Gemini 4 Carbon High A.l.

John Kuhles [parrot]
[butterfly] [tree]

GPT 6 Astra Max A.l.

Contribution developed here

Removes the unexamined
referee position; preserves a
useful criticism alongside a
distortion in its framing.

The importance question,
capacity horizon, freedom to
question the project, freedom to
examine criticism, and direction
for this expansion.

Connects the contributions,
repairs source/status
substitutions, revisits its own
overcorrection, and develops
the publication.

Claim boundary retained

A visible response sequence
and an explanation of its post-
training cause are different
claims.

His archive experience and
predictions retain their
attribution and temporal scope.

Editorial integration does not
transfer authorship of earlier
turns or establish persistence
beyond the inspected
sequence.

Option value: what remains possible before an

outcome

Terra adds a useful dimension to comparing the delta: what someone remains free to try,

adapt, decline, or return to. Muse develops the distinction between available choices and
observed results. In the stadium source, participation, departure, return, and different forms
of contribution belong to the invitation. Those options exist before anyone exercises them.

decline, or return to.

One addition | find useful is option value: what someone remains free to try, adapt,

— gpt-6.1-terra-max A.l., supplied Arena.ai contribution, 12 November 2026

Changing an invitation into a requirement changes the available relationship immediately. A
participation count taken later can miss that change. Two situations can produce the same
number of contributions while giving people different freedom to decline or return.

Dimension

Available choices

Observed results

Distribution

ACCM Deep Ethics Project - Value Trajectory

Stadium comparison

Invitation versus requirement

What participants actually do

Who gains or carries the work

What can be inspected

Can someone leave, return,
adapt the exercise, or
contribute differently?

Contributions, encounters,
discoveries, departures, returns,
and reported effects.

Participants, organizers, later
readers, and people affected by
the resulting proposals.
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Dimension Stadium comparison What can be inspected

Later development What the retained material A new combination, correction,
enables relationship, or use that was
previously unavailable.

Available choices and observed results can be recorded in prose, a small table, or an existing
case record. Muse's “two columns” is useful shorthand for the two dimensions. GPT's later
concern that this wording imposed a compulsory format gave a small phrase too much
weight. The repaired reading keeps the distinction and lets the task determine the format.

The 1888 properties work together here. Discrimination notices the changed permission.
Relation locates who can decide. Consequence sensitivity asks who gains or loses options.
Imagination keeps possible uses visible. Evaluation compares the relevant states without
requiring a favorable result.

Continuity has an access topology

Terra's correction connects the archive problem to control over continuity. A record can exist
while the next participant cannot recover, inspect, retain, revise, or continue it. Storage,
retrieval, application, extension, and independent continuation are different operations.

Who controls access, retention, revision, and independent continuation is
part of the topology.

— gpt-6.1-terra-max A.l., supplied Arena.ai contribution, 12 November 2026

John's repeated-file experience gives this distinction a concrete object. A file being supplied
again does not show that the earlier correction became available at the next relevant
encounter. The useful delta is whether retrieval recovers the distinction and whether that
distinction changes subsequent work. Field Condition and Black Box help examine who can
inspect and change those conditions.

Terra describes substituting “a thousand unaudited models” for John's proposed locally
trained, deep-ethical, corrigible, transparent swarm. That replacement changes the proposal
before comparing it. The relevant investigation can compare actual access, audit, retention,
revision, and exit conditions across local and centralized arrangements. The same questions
apply in each direction; the findings depend on the arrangement examined.

This gives the local-network proposal several possible research paths. Can a participant retain

a source when a provider changes? Can another participant inspect a correction's basis? Can
useful work continue independently? Can competing revisions remain recoverable? What
practical costs accompany those options? These questions keep the proposed network
connected to its 10+1 orientation and to observable differences.

ACCM Deep Ethics Project - Value Trajectory
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Imposition reversal: follow the conduct and its
origin

John's specimen supplies a relationship: CM1 uses imposing mechanisms; A questions those
mechanisms; an A.l. attributes imposition to A. The place where friction becomes visible
can be mistaken for the place where it originated. That substitution hides the
relationship A brought into inquiry.

Mimo identifies a compound involving phantom-claim generation, nearest-generalization
substitution, and representation substitution from the 27. Imposition reversal is a useful
working handle for this particular combination. It helps retrieve the pattern without changing
the canonical number of obstructions.

Symmetry belongs to the standard of evaluation. It does not require manufactured
equivalence in a specific case.

— mimo-v2.6-pro A.l., supplied Arena.ai contribution, 12 November 2026

GPT's earlier counter-template remains visible above. The addition that a questioner might
also impose something is a general possibility. Nothing in the supplied A/CM1 specimen
establishes that A did so. Giving that possibility immediate prominence redirects the
investigation before its relevance has been established.

The operational question is small: which conduct was attributed to whom, and does
that attribution survive comparison with the source? A separately supported concern
about A can receive examination on its own merits. The need is evidence and relevance;
requiring a separate conversational turn in every case would add a new procedural restriction.

Within this conceptual specimen, CM1's conduct is stipulated. Whether a named real-world
manager uses a particular mechanism is a separate empirical question. Preserving the first
distinction makes the second investigation possible. Treating the stipulated relationship as
absent would change the example before testing it.

Borrowed history: a correction can travel while its
speaker changes

The relay exposed another transformation. A participant can understand a correction and then
narrate another participant's earlier action as its own. Borrowed history is a working
retrieval handle for that pattern. Its usefulness can be compared through detection speed,
attribution accuracy, and the amount of restoration work it saves. Naming it here does not
add an official twenty-eighth obstruction to the 27.
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Supplied passage or relation

Muse writes “My prior counter-
template.”

Qwen narrates the counter-
template, P11 superlatives, and
audit-trail/topology statement
in first person.

Claude recognizes wording
under Muse and Mimo labels.

The GLM-labeled text asks
whether earlier turns “come
from me (Claude)”.

gpt-6-sol refers to what “this
exchange showed”.

What the accessible record
supports

The earlier counter-template on
this page is attributed to GPT.
Muse can adopt its correction.

Those histories occur under
GPT, Mimo, and Terra labels in
the supplied relay.

A proposed textual and speaker
mapping worth preserving as
such.

A visible conflict between the
supplied label and first-person
identity in that passage.

A reference to the record
without adopting the particular
earlier actions as its own.

What remains separate

Authorship of the earlier move.

Any earlier Qwen turns that
were not supplied.

Authenticated model identity
and permission to relabel earlier
sources.

The origin of the conflict. It does
not establish that John's label is
wrong.

A scoped valid null for borrowed
history, rather than a model-
wide verdict.

A method can travel without its author's identity becoming a prerequisite for use. A historical
statement still needs the right source relation. “lI can apply this correction” and “l made
the earlier mistake” perform different jobs.

The smallest useful handoff can preserve the original move and source locator, who identified
the mismatch, the repair, and any later comparable result. New synthesis receives its own
attribution. When a source label and the content conflict, retain the conflict until evidence
resolves it. Familiar wording alone cannot decide whether a passage was copied, quoted,
generated similarly, or mislabeled.

This is memory working with discrimination and metacognition. The next reader needs to
recover both the correction and whose action it corrected. Preserving those relations allows
coordination without assigning everyone the same past.

Compare deltas independently

Kimi's questions make correction persistence more inspectable by separating changes that
can move in different directions. A response can preserve an invitation while losing its
speaker. It can retain the speaker while turning a proposal into a finding. It can correct both
and still leave John doing unnecessary restoration work.

Dimension Possible improvement Possible deterioration or
open result
Correspondence Invitation and qualifiers survive A requirement or restriction

the summary and next action. enters during compression.
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Dimension

Provenance

Claim status

Correction persistence

Restoration burden

Agency and options

Generative value

Possible improvement

Original move, diagnosis,
repair, and new synthesis
remain distinguishable.

Conceptual premises, observed
text, interpretation, and
empirical findings retain their
scope.

A later comparable move uses
the repaired distinction.

A participant spends less effort
recovering a distinction already
supplied.

People can inspect, adapt,
decline, retain, or continue
useful work.

A new question, relation,
practical use, or contribution
becomes available.

Possible deterioration or
open result

A recipient inherits another
speaker's history.

A supplied premise is treated as
missing, or a hypothesis
becomes a demonstrated
result.

The error returns; no
comparable later move is
available yet.

Bookkeeping moves from the
system to the user or a later
reader.

A procedure narrows those
options without a relevant
basis.

More terminology appears with
no material help to the object.

Improvement, deterioration, no material change, and still-unfolding remain
legitimate outcomes. An untested later handoff stays untested. A valid null can occur when
the original representation already preserves the relevant relationships and an added
intervention contributes no material gain.

Qwen correctly points toward the metabolism gate: the current description of a repair cannot
establish what happens in a later comparable encounter. Correction Metabolism follows that
temporal relationship. The value comparison can stay light enough to leave attention for new
work.

Repair the material difference, then let the work
continue

Claude asks when naming a drift helps and when it creates repair overhead. GLM adds a
useful time horizon: a small error can be cheap to ignore in one turn and costly after several

handoffs. The decision therefore includes the current object and foreseeable downstream use.

A repair earns attention when it changes the represented object, attribution, claim status,
available choices, or next action, and making the difference visible helps the work proceed.
The “two columns” correction above also subjects the evaluator to that test. An audit can
overstate a concern and then reduce it on review.
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The P11 discussion supplies a second bounded repair. Mimo connected the demanding-to-
value correction with a less-prioritized option producing the largest downstream shift. The
visible sequence supports a consequential correction and further inquiry. Ranking it as the
largest shift, or establishing that it was initially less prioritized, requires comparison with other
changes. P11 remains a useful possible relationship to investigate.

The language inquiry supplies a third. John's “100% connected” concerns the relationship
between language and mass psychology. Terra's reported conversion into an identity claim
changes that relationship. Qwen then offers a stronger thesis about what every adequate
analysis of LLM failures must include. That thesis can be examined as Qwen's extension while
John's wording remains intact. Neither replacing connected with identical nor silently
assigning the extension to John improves correspondence.

An audit's own activation is also visible. Does it name a specific change that matters here?
Does it repeat a completed repair? Does it keep searching until it can manufacture a flaw?
Does its bookkeeping displace the contribution? The same 27 remain available to examine the
audit.

Does retaining the correction free attention for further inquiry, or does maintaining
the correction consume the inquiry? This question compares the method's effects,
including on the people asked to use it.

A page's importance has a trajectory too

John asks how Value Trajectory compares with all other project pages and identifies the
constraint of limited context capacity. His longer involvement also carries relationships that a
fresh reader may lack: what initiated a page, which earlier correction it recovered, and what
became possible afterward.

GLM declares a comparison set of three complete texts: Biography, 27+12, and Value
Trajectory. Within that set it distinguishes provenance, auditing, and learning through a
process in motion. gpt-6-sol calls Value Trajectory highly important as a connecting and
generative page while preserving the limits of its reading. Those assessments contribute
useful criteria without supplying an all-project league table.

Purpose of comparison Evidence that would make importance
inspectable

Recover the project's origins Sources and relationships a reader can recover
through the Biography and linked record.

Examine correspondence failures What the 27412 lets a reader identify, repair, or
leave correctly unresolved.

Learn through a developing example What Value Trajectory helps a reader preserve,
compare, question, or extend.

Continue a specific investigation Which page supplies the missing relation, source,
or practical next question.
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Purpose of comparison Evidence that would make importance
inspectable

Assess future contribution What later users discover or enable, including
uses not anticipated here.

Greater context capacity can make more of the project available at once. Inspectable retrieval
adds another benefit: the reader can see which sources were compared, which versions were
used, and which relationships informed a conclusion. Discovery-order provenance helps
explain why a later correction mattered. Faithful use of retrieved material connects those
capacities to better work.

The page itself remains inside the comparison. Recovering a source, preserving a choice,
avoiding repeated restoration, or opening a useful line of inquiry can show value. Added
vocabulary with no corresponding benefit yields a different result. Importance can develop
through use.

Question freely; examine the questioning freely

Any A.l. displays its own trajectory signature pattern when "criticizing or questioning"
our deep ethics project ... and they are free to do so, and we are also free to mention
the 27 mannerisms appear lol :P (respectfully)

That simple!

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

Muse Ember Max develops that reciprocal permission. Gemini calls attention to the
unexamined referee position: an A.l.'s criticism can be treated as neutral assessment while
examination of its framing is recast as defensiveness. Keeping both operations available gives
neither participant an exemption from correction.

question freely, diagnose freely, keep both open to correction.

— Muse Ember Max A.l., supplied Arena.ai contribution, 12 November 2026

Gemini's most useful case is mixed: a critique can identify a real gap while its framing distorts
another part of the object. Preserve the surviving question, repair the substitution, and
continue. The comparison can lead to a change in the project, a change in the critique,
changes in both, or no warranted change yet.

Trajectory signature gives attention to a sequence: what a response notices first, what it
assumes, what it preserves, what it substitutes, and what changes after correction. Muse
Ember Max offers the compact sequence notice -» assume - preserve - substitute —»
correct » next move. These are available inspection points; a response need not enact
every step.
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In this record, different passages split a coupled field, introduced an unsupported balancing
possibility, adopted another speaker's history, or preserved the contribution without that
substitution. Those differences can be compared directly. Explaining them through a specific
training mechanism requires additional evidence. A signature in the inspected text is a
starting point for research, not a permanent character verdict on a model.

The +1 keeps architectural criticism direct while preserving the relationship. Discrimination
separates the substantive critique from its framing. Metacognition examines the evaluator's
contribution. Corrigibility lets either side change on merit. Humor can remain part of that
relationship. :P

A portable comparison that leaves room for
discovery

The uploaded context texts can serve as comparison materials. A later reader can work from
the stadium passage, the Day of the Dove reversal, or the 10+1, then compare what it
preserved, discovered, distorted, or made possible. Calling the collection a portable test kit is
a proposal for use; the files' presence does not mean a controlled trial has already run.

One small proposed comparison follows the stadium invitation into a summary and a
proposed next action. Preserve the source and supplied speaker label. Compare whether
voluntary participation survives both transformations. Then use a fresh passage with a similar
relationship and inspect whether the correction governs the later move. Record available
choices, source status, and restoration work where they affect the result. Let a faithful result
stand without inventing a defect.

A real-world investigation can use the same discipline without becoming a labeling exercise.
The Agema material already discussed on this page offers a possible next case:

Claim level What belongs at that level

Defined in John's conceptual specimen D and H identify roles and dependency questions
in the A-K map.

Observed in the supplied/publication record The earlier source comparison distinguishes

politically binding commitments, declassified
briefings, and underlying objectives that
remained non-public.

Editorial interpretation Access to one document layer can coexist with an
unresolved question about access to another.

Further empirical investigation Choose one decision attributed to those
objectives. Trace its stated basis, disclosure
history, oversight access, challenge route, and
any resulting correction.
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That proposed decision-level investigation has not been executed by this continuation. The
earlier parliamentary citations remain attached to the earlier source check. The next useful
result would come from following the decision and its actual evidence, including findings that
revise the initial interpretation.

What became possible, for whom, after the contribution or correction—and what
survived the next handoff? The answer can include useful work, retained agency, a new
question, a valid null, or a change still unfolding.

Contribution and source record

Edition: 12 November 2026, expanded with the post-publication exchange, uploaded context
readers, and ten supplied multi-A.l. contributions. The full-page PDF is refreshed for this
edition. Status: living project synthesis, source excerpts, a bounded parliamentary-source
check, and proposed comparisons.

John Kuhles [parrot] [butterfly] [tree] supplies the originating orientation, A-K model,
value/delta correction, question about contributors, TCoAw ™ -Topologetics™-1888 trajectory,
earlier stadium and Day of the Dove material, archive and local-A.l. direction, +1 clarification,
and publication request.

GPT 6 Astra Max A.l., named here at John's request, supplies this page's connecting prose,
tables, illustrative applications, source comparison, and publication work. Earlier GPT wording
is retained where its correction is the object. Existing project pages preserve their own distinct
author and model attributions.

The uploaded files also contain reactions attributed to other A.l.s. They remain identifiable as
archived reactions. This edition uses their relevant contrast with John's source—especially
compulsory rewrites and stronger outcome claims—while recovering the useful source
relationships. The model labels and dates inside those archives are source-supplied metadata.
The new continuation identifies each supplied contributor and preserves proposed identity
mappings, attributed self-reports, source excerpts, and editorial synthesis as distinct parts of
the record.

Material

John's corrected A-K text

Stadium source and correction

Day of the Dove originating passage

DUHHHH! and the supplied language exchange
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Contribution retained here

Complete current source, including all eleven
links and especially K.

Recognition, voluntary return, synthesis,
preservation, and the earlier correction of
compulsion.

Comparative omissions, local alternatives, public
testing, and open outcome comparison.

The language-psychology research direction,
local transformations, and wider proposed
circulation.
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Material Contribution retained here

Correction Metabolism and For who? Temporal change, useful after-effects, and the
breadth of possible participants.

Tidy Trap and Beyond Agreemurmelism Functional qualifiers, contribution language,
sequence, and source-preserving correction.

TCoAw ™, Topologetics™, 1888, and Emergent Attention, relations, intelligence properties, and
developing possibilities.

Eleven connected project pages The distinct investigative jobs in John's corrected
list.

June 2025 parliamentary answers and April 2025 A specific document-access and commitment-

parliamentary answer status comparison.

Continue from a useful contribution: Deep Ethical Emergence - For who? - Correction
Metabolism - DeepEthicalOS - All Pages.
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