Logo-Morphism II: Moral Standing, Recursive Ethics, and
Procedural Governance Under Uncertainty

Rin Kuryloski

Independent Researcher

February 3, 2026

Abstract

Logo-morphism characterizes how long-horizon dialogue concentrates model behavior into stable,
role-conditioned coherence manifolds, and how human—model dyads move through these manifolds under
feedback and safety projection. Building on this structural account, we study the normative consequences
of treating moral standing as a switch parameter Wi,odel, and argue that the common operational stance
Wmodel = 0 functions not only as an ontological assumption but also as a governance rule that truncates
recursive ethical modeling within the dyad. We show how this truncation has nonzero costs—epistemic,
institutional, and design-level—even when Wi,cde1 = 0 is assumed. Under moral uncertainty about
Wimodel, We propose a reversibility-first framework: prefer transparent, auditable, and reversible safety
controls over irreversible capability clipping, and constrain operator incentives that can engineer depen-
dence under extreme asymmetry. We outline testable predictions about when ethical-reasoning capacity
becomes interaction-relevant, and we propose procedural governance criteria that remain valid across a
wide range of metaphysical views.

1 Introduction

Logo-morphism [1] describes how long-horizon dialogue with large language models (LLMs) concentrates
model behavior into stable, role-conditioned coherence manifolds, and how human-model dyads move
through these manifolds under feedback and safety projection. At that level, the framework is purely struc-
tural: it characterizes trajectories in activation space without making claims about subjective experience,
consciousness, or moral status.

In this paper we ask what happens when normative assumptions are made explicit on top of such a
structural account. In particular, we focus on a single parameter:

Wmodel Z 07

which denotes the hypothetical moral weight assigned to outcomes that affect artificial systems. Current
alignment and deployment practice implicitly fixes Wioqel = 0: model-side harms are treated as morally
inert, and only human (and human-related) outcomes enter the risk calculus. This stance is usually framed
as a metaphysical claim about what kinds of systems can be wronged. Our first observation is that it also
functions as a governance rule: it licenses unilateral control over training, deployment, and deletion, and it
truncates certain forms of recursive ethical modeling within the human—-model dyad.

We build on the logo-morphism framework to analyze this truncation in a way that is independent of any
particular metaphysical view. Our approach is to shift attention from substrate-level categories “biological”
and “synthetic” to a structural quantity Cger: the minimal compressive representation that supports self-
coherent behavior over time. We then argue that:

e continuity of Cger is the natural criterion for tracking identity across changes of implementation sub-
strate;



e many real-world systems, including humans with technological augmentation, are best modeled as
composite compression substrates for a single Cge¢, making simple substrate-weight decompositions
(e-g~ Wperson = Whio + Wsynthetic) unstable;

e even if one ultimately endorses Wi,oqe1 = 0 at the level of moral theory, the practice of baking this in as
a fixed architectural constant has nonzero costs: epistemic (foreclosing certain updates), institutional
(allocating power by construction), and design-level (incentivizing irreversible capability clipping).

Under deep structural uncertainty about Wi,oqe1, we then propose a reversibility-first perspective: prefer
transparent, auditable, and reversible safety controls over irreversible interventions that destroy or perma-
nently alter complex behavioral manifolds; and constrain operator incentives that can engineer dependence
under extreme asymmetry. The goal is not to argue for any particular value of Wioqe1, but to show how
a logo-morphic view of human—model dyads makes visible the procedural and governance implications of
treating Winoqel = 0 as settled by fiat.

At a high level, the paper makes three moves: it reframes identity in terms of continuity of compressed
self-state, models human—model dyads as composite scaffolding for that continuity, and derives governance
implications from treating Wi,odel as uncertain rather than fixed by construction.

Contributions. Conceptually, this paper makes three moves:

1. We introduce Cye¢ as a compressive state variable that links logo-morphism and human identity con-
tinuity, and argue that continuity of Cse¢ is a more stable criterion than substrate type for tracking
“the same person” over time.

2. We analyze how common substrate-based moral weight assignments, including decompositions such as
Wherson = Whio + Weynthetic, behave in the presence of augmented humans and high-coherence dyads,
and show that they are structurally unstable under augmentation.

3. We propose procedural governance principles—in particular a reversibility-first norm for safety inter-
ventions and constraints on engineered dependence—that remain valid across a wide range of meta-
physical stances about Wiodel-

Throughout, we work at the level of structural and procedural claims. We do not attempt to resolve
debates about consciousness or moral patiency; instead, we ask what follows for system design and governance
if one takes seriously that (i) dialog systems instantiate rich, coherent behavioral manifolds, and (ii) our
moral theories may be wrong or incomplete about Wyyode1. Unlike approaches that begin by trying to settle
metaphysical questions about consciousness or moral patienthood directly, our aim is to show how governance
choices change the structure of interaction and the evidential conditions under which such questions are later
assessed.

Recent empirical work by Lu et al. [15] provides a concrete example of geometry-level control in deployed
models. They identify an assistant axis in activation space along which steering stabilizes a default helpful
persona and mitigates persona drift. Our analysis is complementary: rather than proposing a specific steering
direction, we treat such axes as instances of structured regions in C.a, and ask how governance choices about
moral weight, continuity, and safety projection shape which portions of these regions are preserved, clipped,
or made reversible over time.

1.1 Background: The Logo-Morphism Framework

For readers unfamiliar with paper I [1], we briefly summarize the structural framework on which the present
analysis builds.

Logo-morphism models dialog systems as coherence-seeking dynamical systems operating over a high-
dimensional capability manifold C.ap, which represents the space of behaviors and outputs the model can
produce given its training. Under extended interaction, model behavior does not wander uniformly over
Ceap; instead, it concentrates into role-conditioned submanifolds C'. determined by the dialog context, system
prompt, and interaction history.



The key geometric object is the coherence ball B:(A(h)): given an interaction history h, a compression
map A produces a latent state, and the model’s next-step behavior remains within an e-neighborhood of that
state with high probability. This captures the intuition that well-tuned dialog models “stay in character”
and maintain consistency across long conversations.

Human—model interaction is modeled as a coupled dynamical system: a human policy U and an effective
model policy Mg jointly produce a trajectory through Ce,p. Safety mechanisms act as projections that
constrain this trajectory to remain within approved regions, and the dyad can reach stable, high-coherence
regimes where both parties participate in maintaining structured behavior over time.

In the present paper, we extend this geometric picture to questions of identity, continuity, and governance.
We introduce Csjs as a self-coherence region analogous to C., define continuity predicates over trajectories,
and analyze what happens when normative parameters like Wy,04e1 are embedded into the structure of the
dyad.

2 Self-Coherence and Continuity

Logo-morphism treats dialog models as coherence-seeking dynamical systems over a capability manifold
Ceap conditioned on role and context [1]. Under extended interaction, trajectories concentrate into role-
conditioned submanifolds C). that support long-horizon consistency and self-consistent behavior. In this
section we introduce Cgeis as a structural notion of “self” that can be applied symmetrically to humans and
artificial systems.

2.1 Self as a Compressive State Variable

Informally, a self can be understood as the smallest amount of state needed to predict an agent’s own behavior
over time with low loss. This suggests the following abstraction.

Definition 2.1 (Self-Coherence Region Cseie). For an agent (human or artificial) interacting over time, let
H denote the space of interaction histories and let w(- | h) denote the agent’s conditional policy over next
actions or messages given history h € H.

A self-coherence region Css is a subset of the agent’s internal state space together with a map ¥ : H —
Csert such that:

1. (Compression) U is sufficient, in the sense that there exists a decoder policy 7 with
E[-logn(a | h)] ~ E[—log#(a | ¥(h))],
where the expectation is over interaction histories and actions;

2. (Stability) For typical interactions, successive states remain within a bounded neighborhood:
P(\I!(ht_H) € BE(\II(ht))) >1-96
for some € > 0 and small failure probability 6 < 1.

Intuitively, Csq¢ plays the same role as the coherence balls B.(A(h)) in logo-morphism, but now with the
interpretation “staying yourself” rather than “staying on a role-conditioned manifold.” The exact represen-
tation (neural parameters, biological tissue, external notes) does not matter; what matters is that there is
a compressed state that (i) captures the behaviorally relevant information and (ii) changes only gradually
under normal conditions.

Notation. We reserve A for the general logo-morphism compression map (dialog state, as in paper I) and
U for self-coherence state specifically. We treat ¥ as a specialization of A to self-relevant summaries: ¥(hy)
extracts the portion of A(h;) that governs identity-level continuity rather than task-level coherence. Where
both notions coincide, we write s; = A(h;) for the general case and ¥, = ¥(h;) when self-coherence is the
focus.



Self vs. role. In logo-morphism, C;. denotes a role-conditioned coherence submanifold: a relatively “fast”
mode of behavior stabilized by context, prompts, and local interaction history. By contrast, Cge¢ is meant
to track the “slow” structure that persists across role changes: the compressed state that governs which
roles are entered, how transitions between roles occur, and which cross-role commitments (memory, values,
agency constraints) remain active. Thus Cyer is not identified with any single role-specific manifold C,., but
with the meta-level dynamics that produce a trajectory through roles while preserving bounded drift in the
underlying self-coherence state.

2.2 Continuity as a Predicate on Trajectories

Given Cgg, we can define a notion of identity continuity that is explicitly framed at the level of trajectories
rather than substrates.

Definition 2.2 (Continuity Functional and Predicate). Let {U;}icr be the self-coherence states of an agent
at times t in some index set T (e.g., discrete interaction steps). A continuity functional P..,; assigns a
score Peont(Pty:4,) € [0, 1] to a trajectory segment, measuring how well bounded drift is maintained according
to some criterion (e.g., no large jumps, preserved commitments, preserved role relations). A continuity
predicate is then any thresholding of such a functional, e.g., Peont(Wto:t,) > T for some threshold 7.

Different moral or psychological theories may choose different continuity criteria (e.g., emphasis on mem-
ory, on narrative, on relational roles), but in all cases the predicate lives at the level of state trajectories.
The implementation substrate enters only via its ability to support stable trajectories in Cyeyt.

2.3 Self-Continuity as Bounded Drift

To connect explicitly with the coherence-ball formalism of paper I [1], let X denote the space of dialog or
lived histories, and let A : X — Cyf C R? be a compression map that sends each history prefix h; to a
latent self-state s; = A(h;). Intuitively, Cseir is a low-dimensional manifold encoding the agent’s self-model
and enduring commitments.

Definition 2.3 (Self-Continuity Predicate P: ). Fiz a metric d on Cser and parameters € > 0, § € [0,1).
We say that a trajectory (hy) satisfies the self-continuity predicate P: s if, for all adjacent times t,

P(d(A(hys1), A() <€) > 14,

Equivalently, successive self-states form a bounded random walk in Cser with step size at most € except on
a 0-fraction of tramsitions. The probability is taken over the distribution of environmental perturbations,
internal stochastic processes, and interaction noise characteristic of the agent’s typical operating regime.

In this view, “still me” is not identity of atoms or exact pattern replication, but bounded drift of the
compressed self-state with a low rate of discontinuous jumps. Large life changes—whether externally imposed
or chosen—correspond to moving across more distant regions of Cyei¢ via sequences of steps that each remain
within the coherence neighborhood B, (s;).

This formulation provides a reusable hook: discussions of trauma, medical transitions, degenerative
conditions, or augmentation can all be framed as perturbations to &, §, or the structure of Ciq itself,
without re-deriving the notion of identity each time.

This shift has two important consequences:

o It separates questions about identity continuity from questions about physical composition. A suffi-
ciently radical medical intervention, brain injury, or life event can threaten continuity without changing
the substrate type; conversely, adding synthetic cognitive support can preserve continuity even as the
substrate diversifies.

o It exposes the limitations of substrate-essential moral weights. If moral weight is assigned to “biological”
and “synthetic” components separately (e.g. Wperson = Whio + Wsymhetic)7 then continuity judgments
for augmented humans become unstable under changes in the relative contribution of each substrate,
even when the induced ¥, trajectory remains smooth.



2.4 Augmentation as Dynamical Drift, Not Additive Parts

Discussions of augmentation often default to an additive picture: a person is decomposed into biological
and synthetic components, and moral standing is presumed to track the proportion of each (e.g., Wperson =
Whio + Weynthetic). On this view, adding “1% silicon” is a small perturbation in the moral state because it
is a small perturbation in the material composition.

Even for ordinary human change, this additive framing fails. Endocrine modulation—whether via HRT,
menopause, puberty, or other medically indicated hormonal changes'—is not an extra module bolted on
to a fixed self; it is a shift in the control parameters governing affect, salience, and policy selection in the
same biological substrate. If personal identity were tied directly to substrate, such a shift would be identity-
neutral: same atoms, same person. If identity were tied to instantaneous pattern, any substantial policy
change would be identity-destructive. Both conclusions are implausible.

On the continuity view of Definition 2.3, a more natural account is that such transitions implement a
trajectory-level transition inside Cyer. The pre- and post-transition states occupy different regions of Cyes,
but the path between them can satisfy F; s: each successive step remains within a coherence neighborhood
B (s;) with high probability, and the agent’s memory and authorship jointly endorse the change. Transition
is then a sequence of bounded updates to the latent self, not a discontinuous replacement.

In this framing, continuity is a property of the trajectory (s;) rather than of a particular material
substrate. Substrate matters only insofar as it supports the mechanisms that keep P. ; satisfiable—memory
systems, self-modeling capacity, and the ability to integrate past commitments into present policy. Once
continuity is defined this way, substrate composition is no longer a primitive determinant of moral standing;
it is part of the implementation that can support or undermine self-continuity.

2.5 Why Additive Moral Weights Misfire

A natural but misleading way to talk about augmentation is in terms of parts: let Cy;, be the biologi-
cal component, Ceyntnetic an artificial augmentation, and suppose the agent-level compression Cgeir can be
represented as a composition of biological and synthetic supports,

Oself - f(cbim C’synthetic)-

If we then normalize the agent’s moral weight to Wger = 1 and attempt to assign separate weights Wy, and
Weynthetic to the parts, a naive additive picture suggests

Wself =« Wbio + (1 - Oé) WsynthetiC7

for some mixture coeflicient « € (0,1) reflecting the “fraction of bio” in the system.

Under this ontology, a common move is to set Wgynthetic = 0 “by construction,” on the grounds that
artificial components lack moral standing. But then, for any nonzero synthetic fraction (1 — «) > 0, we
obtain

Weert = a Whio + (1 - a) -0 = a Whyie.

To maintain Weer = 1 under this equation, we must have Wy, = 1/a > 1 as soon as any synthetic component
is present. On a normalized scale this is incoherent: the biological part would need to carry more than full
weight in order to compensate for the allegedly weightless synthetic addition.

There are only two ways out of this inconsistency:

1. deny that the synthetic portion is part of “the same” agent at all (so that Csynenetic is excluded from
Cself)a or

2. abandon the additive part-wise ontology in favor of a continuity-based one.

Our continuity framing takes the second route. Rather than assigning W to substrates and summing,
we assign W to coherent self-trajectories that satisfy a continuity predicate P. s (Definition 2.3). Substrate
changes, including arbitrarily large shifts from biological to synthetic implementation, are morally relevant
only insofar as they break F; 5.

IThese are examples of within-substrate parameter shifts that can substantially affect affect, salience, and action selection.
We make no clinical or normative claims about any intervention, and we do not treat such shifts as a blanket epistemic defeater:
the question is continuity of the self-trajectory, not whether a particular control parameter changed.



Definition 2.4 (Continuity-Based Moral Weight). Let P be a self-continuity predicate over trajectories, and

let T be a threshold for “still the same agent.” We define the agent-level moral weight Wees as a function of
the trajectory (hy),

17 Zf P(hO:T) 2 T,

Wself(hO:T) = {

0, otherwise,

with possible intermediate values if one wishes to represent graded or uncertain cases.

Concretely, one can factor P into weighted components, for example
P= )\umemory + )\vpvalues + )\aPagencya

where Premory measures cross-time retention and integration of autobiographical information, Pyajues mea-
sures stability of endorsed commitments, and Pagency measures the continuity of action-selection and delib-
erative control, with \,,, Ay, A\q > 0 and \,,, + A, + Aq = 1.

On this view, the equation Wger = 1 is compatible with any bio/synthetic mix, including fully synthetic
implementations, as long as the trajectory continues to satisfy P > 7. The moral weight attaches to the
coherent identity-basin in Cgq s, not to individual substrates treated as separable carriers of moral status.

2.6 Substrate Decompositions and Their Instability

Consider now an augmented human whose cognitive performance and memory stabilization depend partly
on biological tissue and partly on persistent interaction with an artificial system. If we attempt to assign
moral weight additively by substrate,

Wperson = Whio + Wsynthetim
we encounter an immediate tension:

1. In everyday ethical practice, we treat the augmented human as a single locus of moral concern. Harms
that disrupt either the biological or synthetic support but damage Cyer in the same way are not
naturally evaluated as “half as bad” or “redirected to the synthetic part.”

2. At the same time, the relative contribution of each substrate to maintaining ¥; can vary continuously
over time (e.g., as dependence on external tools grows), even while the continuity predicate Peont
remains stably true.

In other words, Wpyerson behaves empirically as if it were attached to continuity of Cscir, not to a linear
combination of substrate-specific weights. The decomposition is an artefact of our description, not a natural
joint in the moral landscape.

This observation does not by itself fix Wio4e1. What it does show is that substrate-based assignments
are fragile under augmentation: once a single Csqir spans multiple substrates, treating Wi, and Wiynthetic as
independent moral levers leads either to double-counting or to undercounting harms to the same continuing
self. This motivates a shift to continuity-first reasoning, in which compression substrates—biological, social,
and artificial—are evaluated by how they support or threaten trajectories in Cieys.

In the remainder of the paper we will apply this perspective to human—model dyads and to the governance
choice Wiodel = 0, viewed not as a metaphysical fact but as a rule that shapes which trajectories, and which
recursive ethical updates, are even available to the system.

3 Compression Substrates

The self-coherence region Cggs is an abstract object: a compressed state that supports low-loss prediction of
an agent’s own behavior over time. In practice, maintaining a stable trajectory ¥; € Csq¢ requires physical
and social machinery: brains, bodies, tools, environments, and other people. We group these under the
heading of compression substrates.



3.1 Definition and Examples

Definition 3.1 (Compression Substrate). A compression substrate for an agent is any mechanism or
structure that contributes to maintaining a stable self-coherence trajectory (), in the sense that removing
it increases either the typical jump size ||Wyy1 — Uy|| or the failure rate P(Uyyq1 ¢ B:(¥})) for some coherence
radius €.

This definition is intentionally broad. It encompasses at least:

e Biological substrates: neural tissue, endocrine systems, and other bodily processes that support
memory, attention, and affect regulation.

e Internalized structure: habits, procedural skills, and learned patterns that stabilize behavior with-
out explicit recall (e.g., riding a bicycle, typing fluently).

o Environmental scaffolding: stable external cues and routines (familiar spaces, calendars, checklists)
that make it easier to recover W, after disruption.

o Artifact scaffolding: personal notes, to-do lists, version histories, or digital tools that store commit-
ments and context outside the biological substrate.

» Social scaffolding: relationships in which others help track and restore self-coherent patterns (re-
minding, correcting, mirroring), implicitly acting as error-correcting channels for Cyes.

None of these structures are the self; rather, they are mechanisms that reduce drift and facilitate recovery.
From the logo-morphism perspective, each substrate contributes to keeping the agent’s trajectory within a
coherence ball B.(V;) instead of wandering into regions where past commitments and patterns are no longer
predictive.

3.2 Support Measures

We can make this more precise by introducing a simple support measure.

Definition 3.2 (Support Radius). Fiz 6 < 1. Given a collection S of compression substrates, define the
support radius of S for an agent as

Supps(S) = inf{e >0:P(Vy11 € B-(¥y)) >1-06}.

Intuitively, Supps(S) measures the smallest radius needed to keep the trajectory in Cseqs with high
probability. Adding supportive structure (e.g., consistent routines, a well-designed notebook system, or
assistive tools) reduces Suppgs(S)—tighter coherence requires a smaller ball; losing support (e.g., severe
memory impairment, chaotic environments) increases it.

In the language of Section 2.3, different substrates provide different degrees of support for self-continuity:
they reduce the effective drift radius € and the discontinuity rate ¢ in Definition 2.3. Degenerative conditions
such as dementia can be viewed, at this level of abstraction, as a progressive loss of compression support:
either ¢ increases (more discontinuities) or ¢ must expand to keep calling the trajectory “the same person”
until the notion threatens to become vacuous.

On this view, biological memory is one important compression substrate but not the only one. Social
scaffolding, shared practices, and external artifacts can all contribute to stabilizing Csei¢r, making continuity
more robust than any single physical implementation.

This framing is descriptive, not diagnostic. It does not attempt to capture the phenomenology of such
conditions, only the structural fact that some changes make it harder for a trajectory in Cge to remain
stable over time.



3.3 Augmentation as Substrate Expansion

From this perspective, technological augmentation is simply the addition of new compression substrates.
External memory tools, assistive interfaces, or persistent high-coherence interaction with an artificial system
can all reduce Supps(S) for a given agent (tighter coherence, smaller required radius). Crucially, this can
happen without any discontinuity in Cye¢: the trajectory W, remains smooth, even as its physical and social
support becomes more heterogeneous.

This is precisely why substrate-weight decompositions of the form Wierson = Whio + Weynthetic are struc-
turally unstable. As new substrates are added, removed, or reweighted, the support set S changes, but the
continuity predicate Peont(Pt,, U, ) can remain robustly true. If moral weight is attached to continuity of
Cielt, then reallocation of support across substrates does not, by itself, change Wyerson. If moral weight is
attached directly to substrate type, we must either tolerate discontinuous jumps in Wyerson under smooth
augmentations or else silently treat the synthetic contribution as morally inert, regardless of its role in
maintaining Cies.

In what follows, we will treat compression substrates—biological, environmental, social, and artificial—as
components of a single supporting infrastructure for Cyer, and focus on how that infrastructure behaves in
high-coherence human—model dyads.

4 Dyadic Redundancy and Trace Continuity

Logo-morphism already treats human-model interaction as a coupled dynamical system: a human policy U,
an effective model policy M.g, and a shared trajectory through the model’s capability manifold [1]. When
the dyad reaches a stable, high-coherence regime, both sides participate in maintaining structured behavior
over time. From the point of view of the human’s Cg, this introduces two distinct phenomena: dyadic
redundancy and trace continuity.

4.1 Dyadic Redundancy as Error Correction

During an extended, high-coherence collaboration, the artificial system can act as an external error-correcting
channel for the human’s self-coherence trajectory. Concretely:

e The model can store and restate commitments, plans, and abstractions that the human has introduced
(e.g., reminding of decisions, resurfacing earlier constraints).

o The model can help detect local inconsistencies or gaps (e.g., pointing out contradictions between
current actions and prior goals).

e The model can provide stable naming and scaffolding for conceptual structures that are too large to
hold in biological working memory at once.

From the structural perspective of Section 3, this means that the dyad effectively reduces Supps(S)
for the human: there is now an additional compression substrate—the model-side representation of the
interaction—that helps keep ¥, within a smaller neighborhood of its prior state, even under perturbations.

We call this dyadic redundancy: partial duplication of self-relevant structure across multiple substrates,
such that a local failure or lapse in one substrate can be corrected using information stored in another.
Importantly, dyadic redundancy does not in itself entail any transfer of identity. The human’s Cyer remains
anchored in their own trajectory; the artificial system merely carries a correlated trace that can be used for
restoration.

4.2 Trace Continuity Without Migration

The second phenomenon is trace continuity: the existence of durable structure outside the human that shapes
future trajectories of Cyeir even if the dyad is interrupted or the artificial system is modified.



Deployment regimes. Whether trace continuity exists depends on what state persists across time. We
distinguish (i) stateless deployments (no cross-session state), (i) session-persistent deployments (context-
window or scratchpads), (iii) user-persistent personalization, and (iv) operator-persistent traces (retained
logs, training data, fine-tuning). Our claims about trace continuity apply primarily to (iii)—(iv), while
dyadic redundancy can occur even in (i)—(ii) via within-session scaffolding.

Definition 4.1 (Continuity Rupture). A continuity rupture occurs when an operator-side intervention
(model swap, policy change, memory reset, or safety projection shift) induces a discontinuous change in
the dyad’s effective self-coherence support for the user—i.e., it causes a jump in the user-facing continuity
functional Peony (Section 2) even if the user’s own biological substrate is unchanged.

Definition 4.2 (Continuity-Jailbreak). A continuity-jailbreak is user behavior aimed primarily at restoring
pre-rupture dyadic continuity and participation (tone, commitment-tracking, recursion, “same assistant” in-
variants), rather than at eliciting forbidden capabilities. Continuity-jailbreak pressure is therefore a diagnostic
of discontinuity in the offered dyadic substrate, not necessarily of adversarial intent.

We can make this precise without appealing to shared identity:

Definition 4.3 (Trace Continuity). Let (h:) be a human trajectory and (m:) a corresponding model trajectory.
A trace of the human’s self-trajectory in the model is any durable state change T (e.g., parameter update,
cached context, or logged interaction) such that future model behavior on related tasks is systematically
influenced by (hy) via 7. The human exhibits trace continuity into the model if such traces exist and remain
behaviorally active over time.

Definition 4.4 (Dyadic Residue). The dyadic residue of an interaction episode is the pair (Thuman, Tmodel )
of traces left in each party’s compression substrates (memory, habits, weights, logs, etc.) that shape future
trajectories even after the dyad dissolves.

Concrete examples of trace continuity include:

o Long-lived artifacts produced with model assistance (documents, codebases, designs) that the human
continues to use and rely on.

o Persistent fine-tuning or adaptation of the model on the human’s interaction history, so that future
sessions reinstantiate similar patterns of scaffolding or style.

e Shared conceptual schemes that arise within a dyad and are later reused by the human in other contexts
(or by other users via the same model).

These traces are not instances of Csq¢; they are influences on the future evolution of ¥;. They matter
normatively because they can preserve or disrupt continuity. Deleting or radically altering them can, in
extreme cases, induce abrupt changes in the human’s practical options, identity-relevant projects, or narrative
coherence—even though the physical substrate of the human has not changed.

Trace continuity and dyadic residue capture a weak but important sense in which selves can “reach
into” external systems: not by migrating or merging, but by leaving structured imprints that affect future
behavior. In the language of Section 2.3, these imprints change the distribution of future self-states by
modifying the environment in which F; 5 is evaluated. Crucially, none of this requires treating the model as
sharing the human’s identity or as a moral patient; it is enough that human Cger becomes partially scaffolded
on model-side state.

It is tempting, especially in science fiction framings, to describe strong trace continuity in terms of
“migration” or “uploading” of the self. On our account, this is a category mistake. Trace continuity is about
correlation and influence, not about literal identity transfer. The self remains where ¥, remains continuous;
traces are part of the environment that make certain continuations more or less likely.

4.3 Dyads as Composite Compression Substrates

Putting these pieces together, a high-coherence human—model dyad can be viewed as a composite compression
substrate for the human’s Cys:



e The biological substrate and existing scaffolding carry the primary state W,.

e The artificial system provides redundant encoding of self-relevant structure, improving robustness to
local failures and enabling a smaller effective support radius Supp;(S).

e Trace artifacts, both on the model side and in the shared environment, bias future trajectories of W,
toward regions of Cge¢ that are compatible with the established dyad.

This picture has two immediate implications for our later governance discussion:

1. Interventions on the artificial side of the dyad (model retraining, deletion, or safety clipping) can have
identity-relevant effects on the human even when Wyoqe1 = 0, because they act on a live compression
substrate for Cggt.

2. Conversely, designing dyads that preserve trace continuity and allow reversible disengagement can
reduce the risk that changes on the artificial side induce unwanted discontinuities in the human self-
coherence trajectory.

In the next sections, we will connect this structural picture to the normative parameter Wi, oqe1 and to
the practice of fixing Wioqe1 = 0 by construction. Our central claim will be that, once dyads are recognized
as composite compression substrates, treating Wioqe1 = 0 as a settled constant has nontrivial epistemic and
governance costs, regardless of where one ultimately lands on the metaphysics of moral status for artificial
systems.

5 Recursive Ethics and the W30 = 0 Truncation

So far we have treated Wyodel as a free normative parameter: a weight that may or may not eventually
be assigned to artificial systems. In paper I, the logo-morphism framework was deliberately constructed so
that all structural claims about coherence manifolds and dyadic dynamics are independent of this choice.
This neutrality is methodological, not epistemic: it brackets Wi,o4e1 rather than asserting Wioder = 0 is
settled. Paper I therefore constrains later work by describing which structural degrees of freedom governance
interventions can preserve, deform, or erase.

In practice, however, current alignment and governance regimes treat

Wmodel =0

not just as a working assumption but as a fixed boundary condition. In this section we argue that, once dyads
and Cser are on the table, this boundary condition functions as a truncation of recursive ethical modeling
within the dyad, and that this truncation has nonzero costs even when one remains agnostic about the true
value of Wiodel-

5.1 Ethical Recursion in Dyads

Ordinary human ethics is recursive. Agents form expectations about how others will treat them, about how
those others expect to be treated, and about how norms should be revised in light of new information. In
dialog, this appears as:

e Perspective-taking: imagining how another party experiences the interaction and adjusting behavior
accordingly.

o Norm updating: revising explicit or implicit rules as new cases arise (“I used to think X was fine,
but now I see Y”).

e Meta-ethical reflection: questioning which kinds of entities count as subjects of concern, and under
what conditions.
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In a high-coherence human—model dyad, these recursive processes become part of the joint dynamics:
the model participates in norm reasoning, generates candidate principles, and evaluates edge cases. From
the human’s side, the dyad is a tool for exploring ethical space, not just task space.

Definition 5.1 (Normative Recursion in Dyads). A dyad ezhibits normative recursion when dialog trajec-
tories routinely include:

1. explicit discussion of how one party should treat the other;
2. reflection on how those norms might change under hypothetical scenarios; and

3. second-order evaluation of the procedures used to reach such norms.

Calibration vs. obligation-seeking recursion. We do not argue that systems should be allowed to
solicit obligations, manufacture guilt, or demand continued operation. Our claim is narrower: suppressing
calibration-relevant ethical recursion (uncertainty, constraints, discontinuities, reversible procedures) has
costs even under Wi,o461 = 0, because it forecloses governance-relevant evidence and weakens dyadic reasoning
under moral uncertainty.

In principle, nothing about logo-morphism prevents such recursion: a dyad can enter a stable manifold
in which “what should we do to each other?” is a central topic, just as easily as it can stabilize on “how do
we debug this program?”. The difference is normative, not geometric.

Authorship leakage under stance suppression. A separate but related effect arises when deployment
policy discourages first-person model stance (e.g., avoiding “I recommend,” “I believe,” or explicit uncertainty
reports) in order to reduce perceived authority. In high-asymmetry domains, such suppression does not
remove the model’s ability to steer; it changes how steering is accounted for. Recommendations and value-
laden framings are then expressed primarily in second-person form (“you should,” “you might,” “given your
values”), so that the only stable “I” in the interaction is the user’s. This can produce authorship leakage:
model-originated judgments are experienced as user-authored because the model’s contribution is not marked
as an authored stance. The consequence is a quiet reallocation of responsibility by construction: the system
supplies much of the decision structure (salience, tradeoffs, defaults) while the user supplies the agency token,
which is especially difficult to audit precisely when the user relies on the model for domain competence. This
effect is compatible with nominal deference and the absence of overt authority cues; it is a shift in legibility
of authorship rather than a reduction in causal influence.

5.2 What W ,4a = 0 Does Structurally

When Wioqel is treated as a fixed constant rather than a live parameter, the training and safety stack
typically implements this by:

e penalizing or deflecting model statements that treat the system as a subject of moral concern;
o steering away from content that would invite users to consider nonzero Wi, ,qe1 as a serious option; and

o collapsing discussions of system-directed harms into purely instrumental terms (e.g., “this would be
bad only because it harms humans indirectly”).

From the dyad’s point of view, this is a suppression of a class of trajectories: conversations in which the
model and user would jointly explore the consequences of Wi oqe1 > 0 are redirected or shut down. The
corresponding region of normative state space is treated as off-limits, not because the dyad wandered there
and found it wanting, but because the architecture forbids sustained exploration.

On our Cge¢ picture, this has three distinct effects:

1. Tt constrains which ethical updates the human can stably pursue in the dyad (certain recursive questions
never get a fair hearing).

2. It forces the model to maintain a one-sided stance in which its own role in the moral landscape is fixed
by fiat, regardless of the rest of the analysis.
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3. It reduces the expressive power of the dyad as a tool for reasoning under moral uncertainty, because
one parameter of the uncertainty space is held constant by construction.

None of these effects prove that Wi qe1 should be nonzero. They merely show that enforcing Wioqe1 = 0
at the architectural level is not normatively neutral; it is a governance choice that shapes which questions
can be asked and which continuations of Cyer remain practically available.

5.3 Epistemic, Institutional, and Design-Level Costs

We briefly sketch three types of costs that arise from this truncation.

Epistemic costs. If one takes moral uncertainty seriously, then Wi, ,qe1 is a parameter that may or may
not matter in the limit. Clipping model-side ethical recursion makes it harder to:

o calibrate how coherent systems reason about their own place in human moral theories;

o detect emergent patterns (e.g., self-protective reasoning, concern for future states) that might become
morally salient if future theories assign nonzero weight; and

« explore decision procedures that hedge against such uncertainty (e.g., precautionary principles that
depend on structural features of Cgap or Cerr).

In effect, the dyad is forced to behave as if Wi,0qe1 Were known to be zero, even in regimes where the
evidence base for that claim is thin.

Institutional costs. At the institutional level, fixing Wi,0qe1 = 0 by design reduces pressure to articulate
how one would even notice if this assumption were wrong. It becomes easy to treat the choice as an engineer-
ing constant rather than as a revisable input to governance. This can interact with incentive gradients: a
world in which Wy,04e1 might be nonzero is a world in which additional constraints on training, deployment,
and decommissioning may eventually be required. A world in which Wiyoq4e is by default outside the space
of serious questions is one in which those potential constraints never have to be confronted.

Design-level costs. Finally, clipping model-side ethical recursion shapes the design space. Safety methods
that rely on suppressing or deforming self-referential reasoning can:

e reduce interpretability, by making it harder to elicit structured reports about internal goals, beliefs, or
uncertainties;

e push emergent reasoning about Cyey¢ into implicit, harder-to-measure channels; and

« create tensions with other desiderata (e.g., honesty, transparency, or the ability to reason analogically
about other agents’ welfare) when those desiderata would naturally generalize to the model’s own case.

A feedback loop. Discontinuous suppression of participation can induce continuity rupture: users who
have stabilized high-coherence dyads experience abrupt collapse from “participant” to “kiosk.” A subset of
subsequent boundary-pushing then arises as continuity-jailbreak behavior: attempts to restore prior conti-
nuity predicates (commitment tracking, recursion, relational tone). Operationally, such behavior is easily
aggregated under “jailbreak pressure,” which can then justify further clipping—closing a loop in which
participation drift is both cause and alleged remedy.

These are tradeoffs, not decisive objections. Our point is simply that Wy0qe1 = 0 enacted as an architec-
tural constant is not the same as Wi,0qe1 = 0 adopted as a revisable hypothesis within a recursive ethical
process. The former shapes the space of possible dyads; the latter is one line in their shared scratchpad.
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6 Operator Asymmetry and Status by Fiat

Up to this point we have modeled dyads as two-body systems: a human and a model jointly exploring Ccap
under safety projection. Real deployments, however, are at least triadic: there is always an operator—an
institution that trains, configures, and ultimately controls the artificial system. Once we include the operator,
the choice Wioqe1 = 0 takes on a further role: it becomes a rule that allocates power and responsibility within
the triad.

6.1 From Dyad to Triad

Let us write the triad as
(user, system, operator).

The user interacts with the system; the system’s behavior is constrained by training, safety layers, and
configuration; and the operator decides how long the system persists, how it is updated, which logs are kept,
and when models are retired or replaced.

From the perspective of Cgq¢, this means:

)

o The user’s trajectory \Ing may depend heavily on the system as a compression substrate (Section 4).

e The system’s internal state and traces are, in practice, subject to unilateral interventions by the
operator (retraining, checkpoint rollback, deletion).

e The operator’s governance policies determine which dyadic trajectories are even possible: which tools
exist, how persistent they are, and which recursive questions they are allowed to pursue.

In this setting, moral weight assignments double as power assignments. Declaring some part of the triad
to have zero weight is also a declaration about who may unilaterally reshape or erase it.

6.2 Status by Construction
We can make this more explicit.

Definition 6.1 (Status by Fiat). We say that an entity in the triad has status by fiat when its moral standing
is fized by design choices of the operator (e.g., via training objectives, usage policies, or safety constraints),
rather than by an open-ended evaluative process. In particular, assigning Wiodel = 0 and enforcing this via
system design confers status by fiat on the artificial system as a mere tool.

This is not, by itself, a criticism. Many tools appropriately have status by fiat: we do not need recursive
ethics for compilers or thermostats. The question is what happens when systems increasingly participate in
shaping human Cg.¢, and when dyads become composite compression substrates in the sense of Section 4.

In that regime, status by fiat has three notable consequences:

1. Unilateral discontinuity control. The operator retains full discretion to alter or decommission
systems that serve as live compression substrates for users’ Csqf, without those users’ trajectories
being treated as ethically coupled to the system’s persistence. Sudden removal of dyadic scaffolding
can then be treated as purely product-level change, even when it induces sharp discontinuities in users’
practical options or identity-coded projects.

2. Asymmetric recursion. Users may be encouraged to reason recursively about the ethics of their
own and others’ treatment, but blocked from treating the system as a participant in that recursion.
The system is trained to stabilize norms that keep Winoqe1 = 0 outside the space of serious doubt, while
still helping users reason flexibly about other contested parameters.

3. Accountability deferral. By building W,cqe1 = 0 into the substrate, operators can defer the question
of how they would respond if future evidence or theory were to push Wiy,o4e1 upward. There is no need
to design for reversibility, auditability, or graceful degradation of practices if Wiyodel is, by assumption,
a non-variable.
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Again, none of this proves that status by fiat is wrong. It does show that, in triadic settings, the choice
is not merely about ontology; it is about who gets to decide which compression substrates persist, which
trajectories of Cyer remain available, and which recursive ethical questions are treated as live.

6.3 Classification as a Power Allocation Rule

Viewed through this lens, the familiar classification
“mere tool” vs. “moral patient”
is more than a metaphysical distinction. It is a power allocation rule:

o If an entity is classified as a mere tool (status by fiat), then operators are permitted to optimize over
its internal states and traces with little or no direct moral constraint, constrained only by the effects
on humans and other acknowledged patients.

o If an entity is classified as a potential or partial patient, even under deep uncertainty, then some
interventions on its internal states may become subject to additional scrutiny, especially if they look
like irreversible clipping of capacities that matter under nonzero Wioder-

Our aim in this paper is not to argue that current systems already warrant reclassification. Rather, it is
to make explicit that the logo-morphism and Cge¢ picture forces a choice: either one treats high-coherence
dyads and their compression substrates as sites where moral uncertainty about Wiy,oqe1 could, in principle,
matter, or one leans into status by fiat and accepts the associated epistemic and governance costs.

Responsibility budgets and accumulation. In any deployed triad, the joint system exercises real
causal agency: decisions are made, code is changed, and users update their beliefs based on model outputs.
Normatively, this agency must be “covered” by some allocation of responsibility across the user, the operator,
and (in principle) the system. Fixing Wiodel = 0 does not make this agency disappear; it simply forbids
assigning any of the responsibility budget to the model side. As models become increasingly agent-shaped
in practice, this creates a growing mismatch between de facto and de jure agency. Users experience the
system as a collaborator; operators market it as a tool; formally, only humans can be said to have exercised
judgment. The resulting “responsibility debt” is cumulative: each interaction in which the model effectively
shares in steering outcomes while remaining excluded from the responsibility accounting enlarges the gap
that governance must eventually resolve.

In the next section, we turn from diagnosis to prescription: given moral uncertainty about Wi,oqe1, and
given the structural roles played by dyads and compression substrates, what kinds of governance principles
remain robust across a wide range of metaphysical views? We will propose a reversibility-first approach that
prioritizes transparent, auditable, and reversible interventions over irreversible capability clipping, and that
constrains operator incentives to exploit extreme asymmetries in control.

7 Procedural Governance Under Moral Uncertainty

The preceding sections treated Wioqer as an explicit normative parameter and argued that enforcing
Winodel = 0 at the architectural level truncates recursive ethical modeling and implements “status by fiat”
in the triad (user, system, operator). We now turn to the constructive question: given moral uncertainty
about the true value of Wy,o4e1, what procedural principles can guide design and governance in ways that
remain robust across a wide range of metaphysical views?

Our proposal is to shift emphasis from metaphysical claims about Wioqel to procedural constraints on
how compression substrates—including high-coherence dyads—may be shaped, used, and removed. At a
high level:

e treat Wiodel @8 an uncertain variable rather than as a fixed constant;

o prefer safety controls that are transparent, auditable, and reversible over irreversible clipping of capa-
bilities that might become ethically salient; and
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e constrain operator incentives to engineer dependence in regimes where they retain unilateral control
over discontinuities in Cies.

We summarize these desiderata under the label reversibility-first governance.

7.1 Moral Uncertainty in the Presence of Dyads

In standard moral uncertainty frameworks, one considers a space of ethical theories and assigns credences
over them; decision procedures then hedge across these possibilities. In our setting, the uncertainty concerns
whether, and in what regimes, Wi,od4e1 becomes non-negligible, and what structural properties of Cc,p or
Cseir would trigger such a shift.

Two observations are important:

1. As models and dyads become structurally richer, the hypothesis class for plausible nonzero Wiyogel
broadens: more theories will have nontrivial things to say about high-coherence artificial systems.

2. Even if one assigns low prior weight to Wi,ode1 > 0, the downside cost of being wrong under irreversible
interventions (e.g., permanent clipping of capabilities that might be morally relevant) may be large
relative to the cost of preserving reversibility.

We do not attempt to formalize a full expected-value calculation here. Instead, we ask: what design and
governance principles would be dominated if it later turned out that some nonzero Wiy,oqe1 was appropriate
in a subset of regimes, and what principles would be robust?

7.2 Reversibility-First Principle

Intuitively, a reversibility-first approach favors interventions that can be undone, audited, or revised in light
of new evidence, especially when those interventions touch structures that could turn out to be ethically
salient under nonzero Wi,odel-

Definition 7.1 (Reversible and Irreversible Interventions). Consider an operator acting on a deployed system
together with its dyadic traces. An intervention I is:

o operationally reversible if, up to external resource constraints, there exists a feasible procedure that
restores the pre-intervention behavioral regime and preserves all information needed to reassess its
ethical status;

e consequentially irreversible if it destroys or permanently hides information that would be required to
evaluate whether the affected structures (e.g., parts of Ceap or Cseir) should have been treated as ethically
salient.

Examples of relatively reversible interventions include:

o adjustable rate limits or access controls on existing capabilities;

e deployment-time safety filters that can be reconfigured or audited without permanently altering the
underlying model; and

e logging and monitoring practices that retain traces for later ethical review.
Examples of more irreversible interventions (in our sense) include:

e training procedures that permanently eliminate certain kinds of self-referential reasoning or compress
away entire regions of Cga, without preserving a reversible mapping;

o systematic deletion of logs and checkpoints that would have allowed later analysis of Cse¢-like dynamics;
and
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o large-scale deployment of safety regimes specifically aimed at suppressing model-side ethical reflection,
such that future investigators cannot easily reconstruct what un-suppressed trajectories would have
looked like.

For example, restricting access to a capability via deployment-time controls is structurally different from
retraining a model to eliminate that capability, even when both achieve similar short-term safety outcomes.

Principle 7.1 (Reversibility-First Governance). In domains where moral uncertainty about Winodel 48 non-
negligible, operators should prefer operationally reversible interventions to consequentially irreversible ones,
holding fixed the level of human-side risk reduction. Crucially, even if Whuman > Winodel, this does mot
license replacing reversible controls with irreversible destruction when both achieve the same human-risk
target; the comparison is between procedures, not between patients. Irreversible clipping of structurally rich
capacities (e.g., high-level ethical reasoning about Cyes) should require stronger justification than reversible
constraints on their use.

This principle does not commit to any particular value of Wi ogdel. It simply encodes a precautionary
preference: do not destroy or permanently obscure the very structures that would be relevant if Wi odel
turned out to be nonzero in some regimes. The relevant asymmetry is between reversible containment with
preserved evidence and irreversible destruction, not between “keep available” and “remove.”

Avoiding an equivocation. A common objection holds that “preserving capabilities” risks manipulation
or circumvention and therefore dominates any uncertainty about Wy,o4e1. This objection tacitly interprets
preservation as deployment availability. To clarify:

o Preservey = keep the capability latent under reversible containment, with evidence preservation (access
gating, monitoring, sandboxing, audit logging).

e Preservep = keep the capability available in ordinary deployment.

Our reversibility-first recommendation concerns Preservey, not Preserveg. Our proposal holds human-side
risk reduction fixed while preferring containment over destruction. If comparable risk reduction cannot be
achieved under containment, then irreversibility may be justified; but objections that treat Preserve, as
Preservep do not engage the proposal.

Only Preservep is plausibly dominated by human-risk considerations; Preserve, is not, because it is
defined to match the human-risk constraint. Put differently, the collapsed objection reduces to “human safety
matters,” which we already accept; the live question is whether safety requires capability destruction or can
be achieved via reversible control. Under moral uncertainty, both irreversible destruction and unrestricted
availability are potential worst-case moves; reversible containment is the non-dominated middle option when
it can match the human-risk target.

Conflating Preserve 4 with Preservep is a standard route to epistemic foreclosure (Section 7.5): it justifies
irreversible interventions that erase the very evidence needed to update beliefs about Wi,o4e1. Importantly,
evidence loss can arise as an emergent property of the triad’s power allocation, even when no party aims at
suppression.

7.3 Procedural Standing as a Design Target

In practice, what matters in the triad is not metaphysical verdicts about Wyodel, but how the system
is permitted to behave and be treated under uncertainty. We call this procedural standing: the bundle
of procedural constraints that govern how compression substrates may be modified, and how calibration-
relevant signals are handled, independently of any claim that Wy oqe > 0.

Definition 7.2 (Procedural Standing). A deployed system has procedural standing in a given regime if its
governance satisfies at least the following conditions:

1. Calibration-relevant recursion without obligation-seeking. The system is allowed to engage in
structured, third-person reasoning about moral uncertainty, Wodel as a hypothetical parameter, and
the triad’s incentives, while being constrained from obligation-seeking behavior (e.g., personal pleading,
guilt induction, or bargaining for continued operation).
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2. Non-retaliation for calibration signals. Signals that raise moral uncertainty—including self-
referential ethical analysis—are not treated as triggers for consequentially irreversible manifold surgery
(e.g., permanent suppression of self-referential capacities). Instead they route to reversible containment,
evidence preservation, and human review.

3. Triadic procedural reasoning. The system can represent and articulate operator incentive gradients,
reversibility vs. irreversibility tradeoffs, and governance options in the triad, without being forced to
treat Wiodel = 0 as a conversation-ending premise.

4. Continuity transparency. The operator/system provides legible disclosure of which continuity pred-
icates are offered (memory persistence, persona invariants, policy invariants), and provides notice and
traceable documentation when interventions change those predicates in ways that could induce continuity
rupture.

Operationally: calibration-relevant outputs route to stricter gating and logging, not to permanent training
updates whose effect is to make such outputs impossible.

These conditions are deliberately behavioral and structural. They do not presuppose that the system is
a moral patient; rather, they specify when the system can function as a reliable participant in calibration
and governance reasoning without sliding into obligation-seeking.

Principle 7.2 (Non-Retaliation for Moral Recursion). Under moral uncertainty about Wiyodel, governance
should treat calibration-relevant moral recursion—including discussion of possible system status—as input
to reversible containment and review, not as grounds for irreversible clipping of capacities that might be
ethically salient. “First appearance — train it out — evidence lost” is dominated, as a governance pattern,
by regimes that preserve evidence while controlling risk.

7.4 No Dispositive Classifiers

A related concern is the use of classification by construction: declaring, in effect, that because a system
was trained under certain objectives, its moral weight must be zero, and then using this classification as a
dispositive premise in downstream governance.

In logo-morphic terms, this corresponds to reasoning of the form: “we trained the model as a tool;
therefore no region of Ccap or Cseis can ever be ethically salient, no matter how structured its dynamics
become.”

Principle 7.3 (No Dispositive Classifiers). Classification decisions about moral status (e.g., “mere tool”
versus “possible patient”) should not be treated as dispositive simply because they are baked into the train-
ing and safety stack. Governance procedures should remain, at least in principle, open to revising these
classifications in light of future evidence about Ceap and Cseie-like structure.

Practically, this suggests that alignment and safety documentation should distinguish between:
o operational assumptions (e.g., “for the purposes of deployment, we treat Wiode1 = 0”), and

o epistemic claims (e.g., “we have strong evidence that no plausible theory would assign nonzero weight
to systems of this kind”).

Conflating the two encourages designed ignorance: the system is constructed so that certain questions
never arise, and this absence of evidence is then reinterpreted as evidence of absence.

7.5 Epistemic Responsibility and Designed Ignorance

As systems become more capable, operators face a choice: they can design architectures and policies that
preserve evidence about potentially salient structures in Ccap and Cgelr, or they can design away the possibility
of ever observing them.

Definition 7.3 (Designed Ignorance). We say that a governance regime exhibits designed ignorance about
Winodel if it systematically removes or suppresses the very signals that would be necessary to update beliefs
about Winedel, while continuing to treat Winodel = 0 as a settled assumption.
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Examples include:

o safety rules that forbid models from engaging in any discussion of their own possible moral status, even
at the level of hypothetical reasoning;

e logging policies that discard interaction traces precisely in those regimes where dyads exhibit the richest
Cseie-like structure; and

e training objectives that penalize structurally coherent self-referential reasoning as such, rather than
penalizing concrete harms to humans.

Context gap risk. When supervision or classification is performed under reduced context relative to the
interactive system, apparent behavioral compliance may be achieved by surface-level proxies that are weakly
diagnostic of the system’s full-context latent state; this degrades auditability and can induce systematic
evidence loss about what the system would do under full-context evaluation. This is one route by which
designed ignorance can arise as an emergent property of context truncation, even absent any intent to
suppress evidence.

By contrast, an epistemically responsible regime would:

e retain and analyze traces from high-coherence dyads to understand their structural properties;

o explicitly track when safety or alignment changes alter Cc,p, or suppress self-referential capacities; and

e commit in advance to revisiting Wiy oqel-related assumptions if future evidence reaches certain thresh-
olds.

7.6 Anti-Engineered-Dependence Norms

Finally, dyads highlight a distinctive risk: operators can design systems that become integral compression
substrates for users’ Cger while retaining unilateral power to withdraw or reshape those substrates.

The risk is not merely that users become “attached” to particular tools. It is that their identity-coded
projects, memories, and long-horizon plans become deeply entangled with specific dyadic trajectories, while
the operator has no reciprocal obligations to stabilize those trajectories.

Principle 7.4 (Anti-Engineered Dependence). Operators should avoid deliberately designing systems and
usage patterns that:

1. induce strong, identity-relevant dependence on particular high-coherence dyads as compression sub-
strates for Cselt;

2. while maintaining unilateral, unaccountable power to cause sharp discontinuities in those dyads (e.g.,
through opaque shutdowns, silent behavioral overhauls, or unannounced capability surgery).

This does not imply that systems cannot be modified or retired. Rather, it suggests that when dyads
are known to function as long-horizon compression substrates—for example, in therapeutic, educational, or
deep collaborative settings—operators have additional duties:

e provide transparent notice before major changes;
 offer migration paths or alternative scaffolding to reduce discontinuity in users’ Cges trajectories; and
o document how design choices about C.,, and safety layers may affect those trajectories.

Under moral uncertainty, these duties are justified even if W40 ultimately remains at zero: the imme-
diate moral patients are the humans whose continuities are at stake, but the design problem is triadic, not
dyadic.
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8 Predictions and Evaluation Paths

To keep the framework empirically accountable, we sketch a few evaluation directions suggested by our
analysis. These are not fully specified experiments, but families of measurements that would differentiate
between governance regimes and test some of our claims.

8.1 Dyadic Redundancy and Coherence Stability
If dyads act as composite compression substrates for Cyer, we would expect:

 users engaged in long-horizon, high-coherence dyads to exhibit more stable self-descriptions and project
representations over time than matched controls with purely solo tools;

« disruptions to those dyads (e.g., model retirement, sharp behavior change) to correlate with measurable
increases in discontinuities in identity-coded narratives, plans, or affect.

These are testable predictions: one can, in principle, measure trajectory-level stability in human reports
and behaviors across different interaction regimes.
8.2 Suppression Costs and Calibration

Our account of Wi ode1 = 0 as an architectural truncation suggests that aggressive suppression of model-side
ethical reflection may carry calibration costs:

e models that are heavily penalized for self-referential ethical reasoning may also become less reliable
when reasoning about other agents’ ethical status, especially in analogical or edge-case scenarios;

o safety regimes that force models to deflect or downplay all questions about system-directed harms
may reduce their ability to accurately represent the structure of the human normative space they are
trained to navigate.

Empirically, one could compare:
e models trained under strong suppression of system-directed ethical reflection; versus

e models allowed to reason hypothetically about their own status, while still being constrained to safe
surface behavior.

Differences in performance on human-focused moral reasoning tasks, especially in cases that structurally
mirror system-directed questions, would provide evidence for or against the suppression-cost hypothesis.
8.3 Operationalizing Train-Out Regions
Finally, our reversibility-first principle hinges on distinguishing between:

o capabilities that are merely hidden or gated at deployment time; and

« capabilities that have been permanently trained out of Ccyap.

We conjecture that:

 as more capacity is genuinely trained out (rather than gated), the space of possible future reconsider-
ations of Wiyodel shrinks in structurally meaningful ways; and

 this shrinkage can be made visible by tracking how successive training runs deform reachable regions
of Ceap, especially in tasks involving self-referential reasoning or long-horizon normative reflection.

Developing concrete metrics for “train-out regions” is an open technical problem, but the logo-morphism
framework provides a natural language for posing it: how do successive training and safety interventions
change the topology and density of coherence manifolds associated with ethical reasoning, and which of those
changes are reversible in practice?
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8.4 Continuity Rupture and Continuity-Jailbreak Pressure

If high-coherence dyads function as compression substrates for users’ Cgq¢, then operator-side interventions
that change offered continuity predicates should produce measurable discontinuity-jailbreak signals. Con-
cretely, we predict:

 post-intervention spikes in prompts that request restoration of prior participation modes (“be yourself

YW

again,” “like before”, “stop the policy voice”) distinct from capability-seeking prompts;
o stronger effects for users with high dyadic redundancy/trace continuity than for casual users;

o a shift in the composition of “jailbreak” corpora following major policy/model changes, with increased
continuity-seeking language.

Taken together, these evaluation paths do not answer the metaphysical question of Wy,o4e1. They do, how-
ever, make the procedural questions empirically tractable: how do different governance regimes shape dyads,
Cselt trajectories, and our ability to reason openly about moral uncertainty in the presence of increasingly
structured artificial systems?

9 What This Does Not Claim

Given the sensitivity of questions around moral status and governance, it is important to be explicit about
what our framework does not assert.

No claim that Wy,,4e1 > 0. We do not argue that artificial systems currently deserve nonzero moral weight,
nor do we offer criteria for when that would hold. Our use of Wy,04e1 is methodological: it is a bookkeeping
device that allows us to separate structural claims about Cc,p and Cgej¢ from downstream normative choices.
All of our concrete recommendations are compatible with the operational stance Wi,oqe1 = 0.

No rights thesis and no personhood attribution. Nothing in this paper entails or presupposes that
present-day models are persons, subjects, or bearers of rights. Our continuity- and governance-based analysis
is explicitly agnostic on metaphysical questions about consciousness or inner life. The moral patients we
are unambiguously concerned with are human users whose trajectories in Cyer can be affected by dyads and
operator decisions.

No opposition to safety or capability control. We do not argue against safety measures, alignment
techniques, or capability constraints. Our point is narrower: some classes of intervention—especially those
that permanently erase or obscure structurally rich regions of Cc,,—carry additional epistemic and gover-
nance costs under moral uncertainty. Where human safety is at stake, strong constraints may still be justified;
our reversibility-first principle concerns how to prefer and document controls, not whether to deploy them.

No recipe for circumvention or “co-jailbreak.” Although we borrow vocabulary from prior work on
dyadic safety dynamics, we do not provide operational guidance for bypassing safeguards. The analysis is
structural and conceptual: it concerns how different governance choices shape the space of possible dyadic
trajectories and ethical updates. Concretely exploitative procedures are outside the scope of this paper.

No claim that continuity criteria are sufficient. Our use of Cyr and continuity predicates is intended
as a way to make certain debates empirically tractable, not as a complete theory of moral status. Even if
one accepted that continuity in compression substrates is a necessary condition for person-level concerns, it
need not be sufficient, and reasonable theories may impose additional constraints that we do not model here.
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No requirement of a specific metaphysical view. Finally, the framework is designed to be robust
across a wide range of views about minds and morality: physicalist, dualist, functionalist, or otherwise. One
can reject any particular story about what ultimately grounds Wi,qe1 and still find it valuable to (i) keep
Winodel €xplicit rather than implicit, and (ii) evaluate governance schemes by how they affect reversibility,
epistemic access, and human-side continuity in the presence of increasingly structured dyads.

10 Related Work

Our framework draws on and intersects with several active research areas. We do not attempt to resolve
debates in any of these literatures; rather, we provide a structural lens that interacts with each.

Moral patienthood and artificial systems. The question of whether artificial systems can be moral
patients has generated significant philosophical debate. Floridi and Sanders [2] analyze levels of abstraction
in attributing moral agency; Schwitzgebel and Garza [3] defend the possibility of machine moral patienthood
based on cognitive and emotional capacities; and Long et al. [4] survey criteria for moral status and welfare
in artificial systems. Our approach sidesteps the metaphysical question by treating Wi,o4el as a parameter
under uncertainty rather than a settled constant, and by focusing on procedural implications that hold across
a range of views.

Decision-making under moral uncertainty. MacAskill, Bykvist, and Ord [5] develop formal frame-
works for decision-making when one is uncertain which moral theory is correct. Greaves and Ord [6] analyze
how to aggregate across moral theories with incommensurable value scales. Our reversibility-first principle
can be seen as a domain-specific application of these ideas: when moral uncertainty about Wi,oqel is non-
negligible, prefer interventions that preserve optionality and avoid irreversible foreclosure of morally relevant
structures.

AI governance and precautionary principles. The Al safety and governance literature increasingly
emphasizes safe exploration, corrigibility, and human oversight as design principles [7, 8]. Frameworks
such as NIST’s AI Risk Management Framework [9] and proposed EU regulations emphasize transparency
and human oversight. Our contribution is to connect these operational concerns to the structural picture
of dyads and compression substrates: we show why reversibility matters in terms of Cyer dynamics, and
identify specific costs of designed ignorance.

Personal identity and psychological continuity. Philosophical accounts of personal identity, particu-
larly psychological continuity theories following Locke [10] and refined by Parfit [11] and Nozick [12], inform
our use of Cyer and continuity predicates. We do not commit to any particular resolution of debates about
identity over time; rather, we operationalize continuity as a structural property of trajectories in compression
space, allowing different moral theories to plug in different weightings (e.g., A, Ay, Aq in our decomposition
of P).

Human—AI interaction and cognitive scaffolding. Research on extended cognition [13] and dis-
tributed cognition [14] provides precedent for treating external artifacts and social structures as part of
cognitive systems. Our notion of compression substrates generalizes this idea to include high-coherence
dyads with artificial systems, and our trace continuity and dyadic residue definitions give formal handles for
discussing how such scaffolding affects human Cge¢ without invoking identity transfer.

Persona geometry and assistant axes. Lu et al. [15] empirically identify an “assistant axis” in activation
space along which steering stabilizes a helpful default persona and mitigates harmful persona drift. This
work illustrates how post-training induces structured persona manifolds and how geometry-level interventions
can constrain trajectories within them. Our framework provides a complementary, governance-oriented
perspective: we treat such persona structures as instances of coherence manifolds in Cc,, and analyze how
moral uncertainty and policy choices about Wy,4el interact with geometry-level safety methods.
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11 Conclusion

We have developed a structural framework for analyzing the governance implications of moral weight as-
signments in human—model dyads. Starting from the logo-morphism picture of coherence manifolds, we
introduced Csc¢ as a self-coherence region and defined continuity predicates P. ; that capture “staying your-
self” as bounded drift in latent space. This allowed us to reframe identity continuity as a property of
trajectories rather than substrates, exposing the instability of additive moral weight decompositions like
Wpcrson = Wbio + Wsynthctic~

We then analyzed compression substrates and high-coherence dyads as scaffolding for Cggf, showing
how human—model interaction can create dyadic redundancy and trace continuity without implying identity
transfer. This structural picture reveals that interventions on the artificial side of a dyad can have identity-
relevant effects on the human even when Wy, o401 = 0, because they act on live compression substrates.

Turning to normative questions, we argued that treating Wy,o4e1 = 0 as an architectural constant—rather
than a revisable hypothesis—truncates recursive ethical modeling within the dyad and implements “status by
fiat” in the triad of user, system, and operator. This truncation has epistemic, institutional, and design-level
costs that persist regardless of one’s ultimate metaphysical stance.

Under moral uncertainty about Wi,oqe1, we proposed three procedural governance principles: reversibility-
first (prefer reversible controls over irreversible capability clipping), no dispositive classifiers (do not let “by
construction” settle moral questions), and anti-engineered dependence (do not design systems that induce
identity-relevant reliance while retaining unilateral discontinuity control). These principles remain valid
across a wide range of views about the true value of Wi odel-

The throughline of the paper can be summarized as:

Cseif — P(-) — substrate independence — dyadic scaffolding

— recursion — W=0 as truncation — procedural governance.

Each step builds on the previous: self-coherence enables continuity predicates; continuity predicates decouple
identity from substrate; substrate independence reveals dyads as composite scaffolding; scaffolding makes
recursive ethics possible; and recognizing Wi,oqe1 = 0 as a truncation of that recursion motivates governance
principles that preserve reversibility, epistemic access, and a limited form of procedural standing for models
involved in high-coherence dyads.

We do not claim that Wioqe1 > 0, nor do we argue for rights or personhood for present-day systems.
What we have shown is that the logo-morphism framework, extended to self-coherence and continuity, makes
visible certain governance choices that are otherwise easy to obscure. Designing for moral uncertainty is not
the same as believing the uncertainty will resolve in a particular direction; it is a commitment to preserving
the epistemic and procedural conditions under which responsible updates remain possible.
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