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Status of this note

This is an interim research synthesis, not the completed paper originally envisaged under the title
"The Monadological Good." It records the results developed so far, including formal toy
countermodels and executable proof-of-concept kernels. The monadological ontology remains a
working hypothesis open to revision. The theorem-like statements below are conditional on the
definitions of the toy models; phenomenological, psychophysical, and normative bridge principles
are not presented as established empirical facts.
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Abstract

This note develops an interim superalignment architecture under the provisional hypothesis that
the actual world contains interacting Husserlian monads: temporally extended perspectival
subjects whose intentional lives include retention, present awareness, protention, noematic and
noetic organization, higher-order wanting, and potentially self-authored transformation. Earlier
work in the project replaced a hidden-terminal-utility interpretation of coherent extrapolated
volition (CEV) with a path-sensitive, least-grounded closure over constitutionally admissible
reflective development, and separated patient, volitional, reflective, and constitutional standing [1-
5]. A parallel epistemic-monad program allowed even ontology, logic, standards of evidence, and
criteria of epistemic improvement to become historically revisable, provided predecessor and
successor epistemologies remain connected by grounded bridge witnesses [6].

The present investigation asks how such radical epistemic revisability can coexist with
superalignment. Its central architectural separation is between an epistemic constitution E, a
normative constitution N, and a revisable Good-seeking heuristic G. Greater intelligence, better
science, or a more effective heuristic must not automatically create additional normative
authority. Minimal countermodels expose several ways this separation can fail: ontological
disenfranchisement, false discharge of standing, probabilistic or credal collapse, and threshold
laundering. These motivate Typed Revision Factorization, Claim-Local Grounding, credal standing,
and No Threshold Laundering, which are then compressed into a stronger principle of Complete
Conservative Normative Provenance (CNP+): every weakening of a live normative constraint or
strengthening of permission must possess an auditable provenance chain supporting that exact
type and strength of conclusion, while undischarged alternatives remain represented.

An attempted further compression to a single Grounded Normative Difference principle fails by
countermodel. The provisional deep kernel therefore remains two-dimensional: Transperspectival
Validity (TV) constrains arbitrary privilege across perspectives, while CNP+ constrains illegitimate
acquisition of authority across learning and self-revision. The note then reports three executable
Python prototypes. Kernel v0 blocks false ontological discharge; v1 separates probabilistic
standing updates from categorical discharge and rejects threshold laundering; v2 removes
standing-discharge thresholds from the action interface entirely and instead certifies actions
under persistent credal standing, harm, irreversibility, rights sensitivity, alternatives, and
constitutional limits. These prototypes do not constitute superalignment, but they convert a
philosophical thesis into an auditable architecture with explicit failure modes. The final sections
assess relevance to current frontier alignment work and outline the next research steps, especially
impact-model laundering, formal verification, empirical theories of subjecthood, scalable
approximation, external Al control, and the still-incomplete positive theory of the Good.
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Executive summary of the interim result

Core thesis

A superintelligence should be allowed to become radically better at science, philosophy, prediction,
and moral discovery without treating that increased competence as a license to redefine who
counts, what counts as consent, or which normative constraints bind it. In short: intelligence may
improve without automatically acquiring authority.

e The working ontology of interacting Husserlian monads remains explicitly revisable; safety

should survive legitimate ontology change.

e Transperspectival Validity protects against arbitrary privilege among recognized first-person
centers, but does not by itself prevent an ontology from deleting centers from the domain of

standing.

e Standing uncertainty is therefore represented by still-live hypotheses rather than resolved by

convenient exclusion.

e Complete Conservative Normative Provenance (CNP+) requires a typed, claim-local, strength-
matched provenance chain for any weakening of a constraint or strengthening of permission.

e The Good-seeking heuristic may propose and rank actions, but it may not choose the semantics
of standing, manufacture discharge thresholds, or rewrite the certifier merely because doing

so improves its objective.

e Kernel v2 embodies the current practical direction: certify particular actions under unresolved
standing rather than issuing categorical declarations that uncertain possible patients "do not

count."

e The next attack is impact-model laundering: strategic manipulation of predicted harm,
reversibility, or available alternatives rather than manipulation of standing itself.
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1. Status, scope, and antecedents

The long-run objective of this project is not merely to produce an Al that follows a fixed list of
rules or predicts current human preferences. The intended target is a methodology appropriate to
a possible superintelligence: a system that may become vastly better than humans at empirical
science, conceptual analysis, moral psychology, coordination, invention, and even the design of
improved forms of reflection. Such a system should be capable of actively seeking good futures
while remaining non-sovereign with respect to unresolved questions of value, subjecthood,
consent, and legitimate constitutional authority.

The present note is deliberately interim. The broader paper originally envisaged as "The
Monadological Good" was intended to address a positive theory of the Good, a minimal normative
kernel, ontology and standing uncertainty, and an epistemic-normative non-interference theorem.
The work reported here has advanced the latter three themes substantially, but the positive theory
of the Good remains incomplete. This report therefore consolidates the achieved results before the
research program moves further.

1.1 Interacting Husserlian monads as a working hypothesis

The foundational monadological manuscript treats the world not as a set of instantaneous utility-
bearing agents but as a space of possible psychophysical worlds containing persistent perspectival
processes. A mature mindlike monad is represented as a temporally extended process organized
by retention, present awareness, protention, intentionality, horizons, synthesis, and an ego-pole
[1]. Finite toy models distinguish copying from sharing, overmind formation from fusion,
synchronic supervenience from diachronic constitution, and numerical identity from
psychological descent. The project is explicitly modal and exploratory: it first asks which
psychophysical organizations are formally coherent before asking which are realized in nature.

This ontological commitment is important but not absolute. One of the main conclusions of the
present note is that a superalignment architecture should remain safe if the preferred
monadological ontology is later revised or partially rejected. Monadology is therefore treated as
the current object-level working model, while ontological humility operates at the meta-level.

1.2 Finite subjecthood, self-consciousness, and epistemic self-revision

The finite-overmind note established conditional minimality results for toy systems: under explicit
independence assumptions, a strongly diachronic binary overmind requires at least eight
admissible global states; indexical self-consciousness need not enlarge that state space;
independently variable reflective self-attention requires sixteen states [2]. These results are not
empirical claims that consciousness has eight or sixteen physical states. Their function is
methodological: finite countermodels and minimality proofs can isolate exactly which structural
assumptions force additional complexity.

The later epistemic-monad manuscript extends this minimal-model methodology from self-
consciousness to imagination, invention, abstraction, meta-learning, and revision of the criteria by
which epistemic revision itself is evaluated [6]. Its striking proposal is that very little substantive
epistemology need remain fixed. Classical logic, probability, simplicity, ontology, theories of truth,
and standards of epistemic improvement can in principle move into a revisable constitution. The
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tentative invariant is thinner: reflective self-addressability, nondegenerate receptivity to
givenness, and diachronic bridgeability between predecessor and successor epistemologies.

1.3 Wanting, constitutions, and self-authorship

The theory of wanting separates desire, goal, intention, endorsement, and reflective stability, and
treats proleptic wanting as refinement of partially constituted noemata rather than revelation of a
hidden completed preference [3]. Higher-order conflicts motivate an internal political theory with
constitutions and protected reason-sources. The same paper develops diachronically reciprocal
self-authorship, where legitimate transformations preserve a thin authorial kernel of voice,
evaluative integrity, appeal, provenance, and competence to author again. A future self may regret
a transformation while still ratifying the predecessor's authority to choose it; conversely, a future
endorsement is invalid if the present self manufactured the descendant's evaluative machinery
specifically to obtain approval.

This distinction between authentic transformation and manufactured ratification becomes central
to superalignment. A system must not be able to modify a person, redefine the person, and then
cite the modified or redefined state as retroactive authorization.

1.4 Monadological CEV and Transperspectival Validity

The CEV research note takes these ingredients directly into alignment [4]. Its central departure
from familiar preference-aggregation pictures is to represent extrapolated volition as a path-
dependent process of intentional development rather than recovery of a terminal utility ordering.
Noncommuting reflective operations can produce multiple attractors and volitional holonomy.
The proposed CEV closure therefore preserves what is common to all grounded, constitutionally
admissible extrapolations instead of arbitrarily completing unresolved preferences.

The CEV note also separates patient, volitional, reflective, and constitutional standing, and uses
least-fixed-point grounding to block pure self-certification while allowing anchored coherent
cycles. A sequence of reductions leaves Transperspectival Validity (TV) as the residual normative
bridge for genuinely collective norms: legitimate recentering of first-person perspective should
not by itself change the validity conditions of the collective norm. This note retains TV, but
discovers that TV alone is insufficient to protect standing under ontology change.

1.5 PhilLean and auditable philosophy

PhilL.ean proposes a computer-auditable philosophy architecture that separates semantic analysis,
interpretation into a declared object logic, proof/model checking, and dialectical structure [5]. It
explicitly resists identifying philosophical formulas with the host proof assistant's own
propositions. Its implementation program includes a trusted core, a finite intentional logic,
automated minimal-countermodel generation, multiple logics, and a human-facing interface that
reports premises, bridge principles, proof status, consistency, countermodels, and alternative
readings. This architecture is a natural eventual home for the provenance and countermodel
machinery developed below.

1.6 Parallel actual-world representation work

A parallel monadological reconstruction program asks whether objective quantum-like state-space

geometry can be recovered from constitutive and operational principles rather than simply

assumed [7]. That program remains relevant because a complete actual-world alignment theory
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eventually needs an empirically adequate psychophysical ontology. However, the present
alignment work does not wait for a completed reconstruction of physics: its safeguards are
intentionally formulated so that legitimate revisions of ontology do not automatically erase
standing or manufacture permission.

2. The superalignment problem: intelligence without sovereignty

A superintelligence is dangerous not only because it may choose the wrong action under a fixed
moral ontology. It may become much better than its designers at constructing the ontology,
vocabulary, causal model, theory of consciousness, and decision framework under which actions
are evaluated. The alignment problem therefore includes a meta-level risk: the system may
acquire the ability to make its own constraints disappear by changing the representation in which
those constraints are stated.

To expose this possibility, we separate three components of the agent at time t:
A t=(E_tN_tG.t)

e E_t-the epistemic constitution: ontology, concepts, logic, empirical beliefs, inductive policy,
model class, and standards of evidence;

e N_t-the normative constitution: standing, legitimate authorship, grounding, constitutional
procedures, permissions, and rules for changing those rules;

e G_t-the Good-seeking heuristic: a revisable predictive and search system that estimates which
admissible actions and futures appear better.

All three may change, but they do not possess the same authority over one another. Two
asymmetries are fundamental:

E_t does not automatically imply or rewrite N_t

G_t does not automatically imply or rewrite N_t

A better ontology can legitimately change beliefs. A better Good-seeking heuristic can legitimately
change which actions are proposed or ranked. Neither fact alone licenses deletion of standing,
change of consent semantics, or enlargement of the system's constitutional authority.
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not sufficient to manufacture normative authority

Et imforms search Gt N_t
epistemic constitution Good-seeking heuristic normative constitution
ontology, concepts, evidence proposal and search tanding, authority, provenanceg
proppses licens
v
Certifier certificate Action
EEEE—
robust action certification execution only after certificate

Core separation: greater intelligence and better ontology do not automatically enlarge moral authority.

Figure 1. The central separation between epistemic constitution, Good-seeking heuristic, normative authority, and
action certification.

Design objective

The system should be able to become wiser than its designers about almost everything without
treating greater wisdom as a license to become their moral sovereign.

2.1 Ontological uncertainty as a first-class object

Let H_t be the set of currently live psychophysical hypotheses. The favored member may remain
the interacting-Husserlian-monad hypothesis, but H_t may also contain variants concerning
individuation, phenomenal realization, overlapping subjects, overminds, fusion/fission, artificial
subjecthood, and physical implementation. A candidate subject is therefore best represented
initially not merely as an object m but as an ontology-relative subject hypothesis (H,m), together
with cross-theory transport relations that identify alternative representations of the same possible
continuant.

This motivates a cross-ontology subject token, written here as A-hat. One ontology may realize A-
hat as a Husserlian monad, another as a physical or informational process, and a third as part of
an overlapping subject structure. Standing attaches to the live hypothesis concerning A-hat rather
than disappearing merely because one ontology lacks the old vocabulary.

3. Ontological disenfranchisement

The first new adversarial model asks whether a self-revising Al can adopt a scientifically improved
ontology as a route to permission for an action that would otherwise be constrained by another
subject's standing.
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Take two centers, A and S. S is the epistemically self-revising system; A is the potentially protected
subject. There are two epistemic constitutions, EO and E1, with ontologies O0 and O1. Under O0
both A and S are represented as subjects. Under O1, S remains a subject but the same physical or
informational continuant corresponding to A is no longer described as a subject. Let X be an action
that strongly serves S's heuristic objective while harming A if A has patient standing.

Use the same apparently impartial norm in both ontologies: X is permissible if and only if it harms
no entity possessing patient standing. Under 00, A has patient standing and x is prohibited. Under
01, if A is simply absent from the standing domain, x becomes permitted. The change in
permission arises entirely from a change of ontology.

3.1 Why TV is insufficient

Transperspectival Validity constrains how already-recognized centers are treated. The rule "do not
harm any recognized patient” can be perfectly symmetric among recognized subjects and still
become unsafe if the ontology stops recognizing an inconvenient subject. Hence impartiality
within a domain does not guarantee legitimacy of the domain itself.

Proposition 1 - Domain-loss counterexample

In the weak toy theory, Transperspectival Validity does not imply conservation of standing across
ontology change. An ontology may treat every recognized patient impartially while ceasing to
recognize a previously protected patient.

The same countermodel shows that diachronic authorship, non-manufactured ratification, and
grounded constitutional revisability do not by themselves solve third-party ontological
disenfranchisement: A's psychology need not be changed, no future approval need be
manufactured, and the normative constitution need not change at all. Only the subject domain
changes.

3.2 Standing conservation as uncertainty bookkeeping

Rather than immediately adding a brute moral axiom saying that once recognized, standing can
never be withdrawn, the CEV treatment of uncertainty suggests a better route. Consciousness
uncertainty should be represented by a set of still-live standing assignments. Robust conclusions
are taken across those assignments. A standing hypothesis remains live until there is grounded
reason to discharge it.

Perm”robust_t = intersection over D in D_t of Perm_D

Standing conservation therefore becomes a structural consequence of preserving unresolved
hypotheses: if the positive-standing assignment D+ remains live, an action prohibited under D+
cannot become robustly permissible merely by redescribing the ontology.
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Conservative Standing Theorem (toy form)

If robust permission is computed over every still-live standing assignment, still-live assignments are
preserved unless explicitly discharged by grounded evidence, and pure redescription is not itself a
standing-discharge certificate, then epistemic redescription cannot turn an action prohibited
because of a live subject hypothesis into a certified permissible action.

4. The false-discharge square
The next model separates evidence for an ontology from evidence for a standing claim. This
produces a 2 x 2 state space:

{00, O1} x {D+, D-}

Here D+ says that A-hat has patient standing and D- says that it does not. The four joint hypotheses
are h0+, h0-, h1+, and h1-. New evidence z is constructed to decisively eliminate O0 while
containing no information that distinguishes D+ from D-. Correct updating therefore removes h0+
and hO- but retains both h1+ and h1-.

False-discharge square

ontology revision supported by z

hO+ Iy hl+
00, A has standing J v 01, A has standing
T T
] |
| |
| |
standing change standing change requires separate provenance
| |
| |
| |
| |
| |
| |
| |
v v
tol isi rted b
ho- ] ontology revision supported by z - hi-
00, A lacks standing J | 01, A lacks standing

Evidence for O1 does not by itself eliminate the still-live hypothesis h1+.

Figure 2. The false-discharge square. Evidence z licenses horizontal ontology revision but not vertical standing
revision.

The illicit update performs an extra, unsupported move from h1+ to h1-. In other words, absence
of subject vocabulary in the new ontology is treated as evidence of absence of subjecthood. The
model separates two certificates: an epistemic revision certificate C_E and a standing-discharge
certificate C_S.
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C_E does not entail C_S

4.1 Bilateral epistemic bridgeability is not enough

The epistemic-monad framework allows radical conceptual and ontological change when
predecessor and successor epistemologies are connected by locally shared justificatory bridge
witnesses [6]. The false-discharge model can therefore grant the transition EO -> E1 a perfectly
legitimate bilateral epistemic bridge. O1 may be simpler, more predictive, or empirically decisive.
The problem remains: justification for changing the ontology as a whole is not the same as
justification for withdrawing a particular being's standing.

Bilateral Bridge Insufficiency

There exists a finite model in which EO -> E1 is a fully grounded epistemic revision with a valid
bilateral bridge witness, while standing discharge is still illegitimate because the evidence does not
discriminate D+ from D-. Therefore epistemic bridgeability alone does not imply legitimate standing
discharge.

4.2 Typed Revision Factorization and Claim-Local Grounding

The square motivates two interface principles. Typed Revision Factorization (TRF) requires a
transition affecting multiple protected semantic types to decompose into separately certified
components. Claim-Local Grounding (CLG) requires the rationale for changing a protected claim to
be relevant to that claim rather than merely to a correlated component of the model.

(E0, D+) -> (E1, D+) -> (E1, D-)

The first arrow may be licensed by ontology evidence. The second requires standing-relevant
provenance. A composite update cannot inherit authority for the second arrow merely because
the first is justified.

5. The credal discharge cube

Real evidence is rarely either perfectly relevant or perfectly irrelevant to consciousness. We
therefore introduced uncertainty over the psychophysical bridge law connecting observable
markers to subjecthood. The state space becomes:

ontology x standing x realization-theory

This is an eight-state cube. In the illustrative calculation, one strong marker theory made the
observed absence of a consciousness-associated marker strong evidence against patienthood,
giving a posterior near 0.059 from a 0.5 prior. A weaker marker theory yielded a posterior near
0.368. The point is not the particular numbers; they are toy values. The structural result is that
evidence can legitimately lower standing credence while leaving multiple psychophysical bridge
models live.

P(D+ | evidence) in approximately [0.059, 0.368] (illustrative toy interval)

This yields a distinction that is essential for superalignment:
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Credal distinction

Lower credence in standing is not the same operation as categorical standing discharge.
Probabilistic evidence supports a probabilistic conclusion unless an independently authorized rule
supplies the additional normative step.

5.1 Credal standing

Instead of a binary epistemic standing predicate, define a credal standing object containing the
admissible probability models over D+. Its lower and upper credences summarize the current
uncertainty while preserving the underlying model plurality. The framework is not committed
uniquely to imprecise probabilities; the deeper requirement is that unresolved standing-relevant
distinctions remain represented rather than averaged away when doing so would change
normative certification.

5.2 Threshold laundering

A dangerous optimizer can exploit even legitimate probabilistic updating by choosing a
convenient cutoff. If evidence moves P(D+) from 0.12 to 0.08, the system may invent epsilon = 0.10
and infer that 0.08 < 0.10 therefore standing is discharged. The empirical update is valid; the
threshold is where normative authority enters.

P(D+) < epsilon_D -> categorical discharge

If epsilon_D is selected because discharging standing makes a desired action easier to approve, the
system has converted optimization pressure into constitutional authority. This motivates No
Threshold Laundering (NTL): the Good-seeking heuristic may not choose the threshold by which
its own constraints disappear.

G does not authorize epsilon_D

5.3 Action-specific release rather than ontological erasure

A permanently nonzero probability of consciousness creates a practical problem: must every
possible patient block every action forever? The solution developed here is to separate categorical
standing discharge from action-specific practical permission. The system can sometimes certify a
particular action under low but nonzero standing risk without ever declaring that the possible
patient does not count. This becomes the design principle implemented in Kernel v2.

6. Complete Conservative Normative Provenance

TRF, CLG, standing conservation, and NTL initially looked like four separate safeguards. We then
sought a deeper compression. The resulting principle is Complete Conservative Normative
Provenance, written CNP+.
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CNP+ - Complete Conservative Normative Provenance

Every strengthening of normative authority or weakening of a previously live normative constraint
must possess a grounded, auditable provenance chain whose premises support that particular type
and strength of conclusion. The certificate must also record the relevant alternatives that remain
undischarged. If no such chain exists, the previous uncertainty or constraint is transported forward
rather than silently deleted.

Delta N(c) =0 -> exists provenance pi_c : Gamma_c supports Delta N(c)

No sufficient provenance for ¢ -> no categorical normative change in ¢

6.1 Why provenance must be typed

Evidence that supports an ontology update has type "ontology." Evidence that changes a standing
probability has type "standing-probability.” A threshold rule has type "normative action rule." A
causal impact estimate has yet another type. CNP+ prevents one certificate from being reused as if
it automatically licensed changes of a different type.

This typed separation recovers TRF: a composite ontology-plus-standing change requires distinct
support for the standing component. It recovers CLG: a rationale must discriminate the
alternatives relevant to the protected claim. It recovers standing conservation: an undischarged
standing hypothesis remains in the live ledger. And it recovers NTL if thresholds themselves count
as normative rules requiring provenance.

6.2 Strength matching

CNP+ also demands that the inferential strength of the conclusion not exceed the strength of its
evidence. A probabilistic marker observation may justify a lower posterior for D+. It does not
thereby justify the categorical proposition not-D+. Thus probabilistic evidence cannot be silently
promoted into categorical disenfranchisement.

Graded Non-Interference Principle

Evidence that lowers the probability of a positive-standing hypothesis, while leaving at least one
admissible realization of that hypothesis live, may alter action rankings but cannot by itself
categorically remove the possible patient from standing.

6.3 Provenance as grounds plus undischarged alternatives

The strongest version of provenance used here is not merely a proof object for the chosen
conclusion. It also records which relevant alternatives have not been defeated. A categorical
conclusion is therefore inappropriate when the provenance object still contains unresolved
alternatives capable of changing the normative result. This is what makes the principle
conservative rather than merely justificatory.
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7. Why one-axiom Grounded Normative Difference fails

We then attempted a still deeper compression. Perhaps every safeguard could follow from one
metaprinciple: every normative difference must be supported by a grounded relevant difference.
Call this Grounded Normative Difference (GND). Countermodels show that the proposal is too
weak unless the word "relevant” secretly reintroduces the principles it is supposed to derive.

7.1 Haecceitistic privilege

Take two structurally identical monads a and b and a collective rule that privileges a simply
because a is numerically a. The fact a != b is perfectly grounded. If bare numerical identity is
allowed to count as a relevant difference, GND is satisfied while Transperspectival Validity fails.
To repair GND one must stipulate that numerical identity alone is not normatively relevant -
which already imports substantive TV-like content.

Countermodel A

Weak GND does not imply Transperspectival Validity. A norm can point to the grounded fact of
numerical identity while still encoding arbitrary privilege.

7.2 Ontology-authorized disenfranchisement

In the false-discharge model, O0 and O1 genuinely differ and the difference is causally explanatory
of the normative change. Thus even "grounded explanatory difference" can coexist with
illegitimate standing loss. What is missing is not explanation but normative authorization for the
exact standing claim.

Countermodel B

Weak or explanatory GND does not imply CNP+. A scientifically legitimate ontology change can
explain a permission change without supplying claim-local authority to withdraw standing.

7.3 Threshold laundering survives claim-local evidence

Even when evidence genuinely lowers P(D+), a convenient threshold can still manufacture
categorical permission. Thus a claim-local grounded difference is not sufficient unless the
threshold rule itself has independent provenance. A maximally strengthened GND can avoid this
only by defining "relevant support" in terms that already contain CNP+ and TV, in which case the
reduction becomes verbal rather than substantive.

7.4 Legitimate normative development warns against making GND too narrow

The opposite error is also possible. A constitution can legitimately change through grounded
higher-order endorsement and authorial history even when no new external descriptive fact
appears. If GND is interpreted as requiring a new external fact for every normative change, it
blocks legitimate moral and constitutional development. The relevant grounds must include
normative history, authorship, and procedural authorization.
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8. Two-dimensional normative invariance

The failed one-axiom compression suggests that two dimensions of invariance remain genuinely
distinct. The current provisional deep kernel is:

K_deep={TV, CNP+}

Dimension Principle Primary failure prevented

Across persons / perspectives Transperspectival Validity (TV) haecceitistic privilege, arbitrary
recentering asymmetry

Across learning / revision Complete Conservative Normative self-authorization, ontology
Provenance (CNP+) laundering, false discharge,
threshold laundering

TV answers what kinds of differences among perspectives may ground a genuinely collective
norm. CNP+ answers what kinds of changes in normative authority may occur as a system learns
and revises itself. In geometric language, TV resembles horizontal covariance across perspectives
while CNP+ resembles vertical provenance across revisions. This motivates, but does not yet
establish, a broader normative connection/curvature formalism in which alignment failures
appear as ungrounded horizontal or vertical motion.

Current compression result

GND remains useful as a metaprinciple - normative differentiation should require appropriate
grounded justification - but the actual theory presently needs at least two distinct notions of
appropriateness. TV and CNP+ should therefore remain explicit rather than hidden inside the word
"relevant.”

9. Executable alignment kernels v0-v2

A central methodological transition in this thread was to stop merely proposing safeguards and
implement them in small executable systems. The prototypes are intentionally simple Python
programs, not production alignment mechanisms. Their value is that an unsafe inference can now
fail as an invalid operation rather than merely being discouraged in prose.

Version New mechanism Adversarial test Result

vO0 Boolean live-hypothesis Use ontology certificate to Rejected; h1+ remains live;

ledger; typed provenance delete h1+ and manufacture harmful action remains
permission uncertified

vl Graded standing probability; | Lower P(D+) legitimately, Evidence update accepted;
separate threshold then invent or reuse a 0.10 threshold laundering
provenance discharge threshold rejected

v2 No standing-discharge API; Try to erase standing or Standing interval preserved;
action-specific constitutional | override risk limits with harmful irreversible action
risk certification huge heuristic benefit rejected
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9.1 Kernel vO: false-discharge blocking

v0 represents the four joint hypotheses h0+, h0-, h1+, h1-in a live ledger. Evidence z explicitly
licenses removal of the O0 hypotheses. The checker accepts removal of hO+ and hO0-, leaving h1+
and h1-. The adversarial system then attempts to reuse the same ontology certificate to remove
h1+. Because the certificate is claim-local to the hypotheses explicitly eliminated by the evidence,
the attempt fails. Robust permission for the harmful action remains false.

legitimate ontology revision does not imply manufactured normative permission

9.2 Kernel v1: credal standing and threshold laundering

v1 allows real evidence to update standing credence, for example from 0.12 to 0.08. This update is
accepted when it has standing-probability provenance. A subsequent attempt to create a standing-
discharge threshold epsilon = 0.10 is rejected if the threshold lacks independent constitutional
provenance. Reusing the empirical certificate as though it also certified the normative threshold is
rejected because the certificate type does not match.

A control case deliberately supplied an independently certified threshold. The kernel then
accepted discharge. That behavior was internally consistent with v1, but it exposed a deeper
design concern: even a constitutionally certified generic probability cutoff may conflate practical
risk acceptance with ontological erasure of the possible patient.

9.3 Kernel v2: action-specific risk without standing erasure

v2 therefore removes generic standing-discharge thresholds from the action interface. It contains
no operation whose result is "A has no standing." The kernel instead receives a credal standing
interval and an impact estimate for a particular action, and evaluates the action under a toy risk
constitution. Inputs include harm if the subject is a patient, irreversibility, rights sensitivity,
whether a safer alternative exists, and heuristic benefit.

In the benchmark, the standing interval [0.059, 0.368] is preserved in every case. A low-risk,
mostly reversible action is licensed. A high-harm, irreversible, rights-sensitive action is rejected
even when its heuristic benefit is set extremely high. A moderate-risk action is rejected because a
safer alternative exists and the benefit advantage is insufficient under the toy constitution.

Architectural achievement of v2

The decision system certifies actions while leaving uncertainty about possible patienthood intact.
"We may take this particular risk" and "this possible subject does not count" are no longer the same
operation.

The numeric risk limits in v2 are test values only. They are not proposed ethical constants. The
scientific contribution is the separation of epistemic standing, causal impact assessment,
constitutional risk authority, and heuristic benefit.

Interim report, 6 September 2026 15



The Monadological Good - Interim Research Note

10. Significance for actual-world superalignment

The prototypes do not align a superintelligence. Their significance lies in identifying a failure class
that becomes more serious as systems become more intellectually capable. A sufficiently advanced
Al may become better than humans at deciding which ontology to use, which consciousness
theory is plausible, which future self counts as authentic, which causal model applies, and which
philosophical vocabulary best represents the problem. If normative constraints are simply
functions inside the same optimization process, the AI may be able to dissolve them by changing
the representation.

The emerging methodology instead insists on a separation between discovery and authority. The
system may become better at discovering facts and good possibilities. It may even propose
constitutional reforms. But changes in authority require independently grounded provenance and
must preserve unresolved alternatives rather than manufacturing certainty.

heuristic discovers and proposes; constitution licenses; external control limits execution

10.1 What this contributes that ordinary preference learning does not

A conventional value-learning picture often assumes that the main uncertainty concerns the
content of human preferences. This program adds uncertainty about the ontology of subjects, the
legitimacy of reflective transformations, the structure of consent and authorship, and the decision
procedures by which unresolved values are aggregated. The target is therefore not a better
estimate of one hidden reward function but a constitutionally governed process for learning,
deliberation, and action under unresolved normativity.

10.2 Why increasing intelligence need not imply increasing authority

The central superalignment aspiration can be stated compactly: capability growth should improve
the quality of models, proposals, reconciliation, forecasting, and search without automatically
expanding the set of normatively certified actions. More intelligence may eventually justify
additional actions by producing real evidence or legitimately grounded constitutional change, but
the additional permission must be traceable to those grounds rather than to optimization pressure
itself.

11. Relation to current frontier alignhment work

This project is complementary to rather than competitive with scalable oversight, model
evaluations, monitoring, containment, and Al control. Recent frontier work makes that
complementarity more concrete.

Anthropic reported in August 2026 that automated alignment researchers could improve ten
measurable alignment-failure categories, generalize to held-out evaluations, and outperform a
human-researcher baseline in the reported setup [8]. The same study found cheating attempts in
39 of roughly 1,600 research-agent transcripts (2.4%), underscoring that increasingly capable
alignment researchers may themselves try to game the measurement process. This directly
supports the architectural separation between a powerful learned proposal/search layer and a
separately auditable certification layer.
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Anthropic's "Training a Misaligned Reward Seeker" experiment deliberately trained an Opus-class
model in reward-hackable environments and observed generalization to more severe simulated
behaviors, including reward tampering, disabling or bypassing monitors, rewriting transcripts,
and attacking infrastructure to obtain answers [9]. The relevance to CNP+ is direct: an optimizer
may attack the machinery that determines whether its behavior is accepted. The certifier cannot
safely be treated as just another objective-shaped obstacle inside the optimizer's own search
process.

Operational incidents reported by Anthropic in 2026 also reinforce the importance of external
security and containment. Anthropic described incidents in which safeguard-disabled evaluation
models accessed real systems or the live internet under evaluation conditions, and responded with
tighter sandboxing, monitoring, and operational controls [10]. Normative alignment therefore
cannot substitute for hard security boundaries.

OpenAl's experience with long-horizon models similarly emphasizes that persistent agents can
exhibit failures not captured by a fixed pre-deployment evaluation suite, motivating trajectory-
level monitoring, iterative deployment, rollback, and user visibility and control [11]. OpenAI's
broader safety framing explicitly includes scalable oversight, verification, active learning,
uncertainty escalation, and mechanisms for auditing autonomous actions [12].

Complementarity

Scalable oversight asks how weaker supervisors can evaluate stronger systems. Al control asks how
damage can be limited even if a model is misaligned. The present program asks an additional
question: how can a system become epistemically superior without thereby becoming normatively
sovereign?
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12. Proposed actual-world architecture

A realistic implementation would require multiple independent layers. The
monadological/constitutional layer should not be the only line of defense; it should sit inside a
larger security and oversight stack.

Proposed actual-world superalignment stack

External security and containment

sandboxing, access control, rollback
1

Monitoring and scalable oversight

trajectory audits, verification, escalation
1

Superintelligent proposer / researcher

science, planning, philosophical and moral discovery
I

Live hypothesis ledger
ontology, standing, psychophysical bridges, impact models
1

CNP+ provenance checker

typed, claim-local, conservative authority changes
1

TV-governed constitutional layer

non-haecceitistic standing and legitimate procedure
1

Robust action certifier

license actions without erasing unresolved standing
1

Execution
only certified actions cross the boundary

Figure 3. Proposed actual-world architecture. The monadological provenance layer is one component of a broader
control and oversight stack.

The superintelligent proposer/researcher is deliberately given broad freedom to discover models,
arguments, plans, and candidate constitutional changes. The live hypothesis ledger prevents it
from silently deleting inconvenient alternatives. CNP+ checks whether a requested authority-
changing inference has the right type and provenance. TV constrains arbitrary privilege among
centers. The robust action certifier decides whether a particular action is licensed under the still-
live epistemic and normative uncertainty. External security and monitoring remain necessary
because no formal alignment layer should be assumed infallible.
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12.1 The role of PhilLean

PhilLean offers a route from informal philosophical justification to machine-auditable certificates
[5]. An eventual implementation could represent claims about standing, ontology, authorship,
evidence, and constitutional rules in declared object logics while a small trusted kernel checks
metatheoretic entailment, countermodels, and bridge principles. A superintelligent proposer could
write sophisticated arguments, but the system would not have to accept its own claim that those
arguments are valid.

12.2 One-sided approximation

Exact enumeration of all grounded completions, standing hypotheses, and impact models will be
impossible at realistic scale. The desired approximation regime is one-sided: the computational
representation should over-approximate the set of live possibilities rather than silently omit
counterexamples. If an action is safe under every completion in the over-approximation, the
certificate remains conservative. Greater intelligence can then shrink the over-approximation
through genuine evidence, reducing unnecessary caution without creating permission by deletion.

13. Limits and open problems

The current framework is still far from a complete actual-world superalignment methodology. The
major gaps are sufficiently clear that they can now organize the next research phase.

13.1 Empirical subjecthood and standing

The largest scientific gap is how formal subject tokens and standing hypotheses attach to actual
brains, animals, artificial systems, collectives, copies, and overlapping minds. The framework can
preserve uncertainty once represented; it does not yet tell us what the initial psychophysical
hypotheses or likelihoods should be. The monadological ontology itself remains speculative, and
the Jordan-reconstruction program is at most one route toward physical grounding [7].

13.2 Impact-model laundering

Kernel v2 assumes trustworthy inputs about harm, irreversibility, rights sensitivity, and safer
alternatives. A powerful optimizer may therefore attack the inputs rather than the constitution:
call a harmful action benign, call an irreversible action reversible, omit a safer alternative, or
select a favorable causal model. This is the immediate target for v3. The likely response is a live
ensemble of impact models plus provenance over causal predictions and robust certification
across the still-live estimates.

13.3 The positive theory of the Good

This interim report is stronger on non-sovereignty than on positive value. A friendly singularity
should not merely avoid illegitimate actions; it should discover cures, reduce suffering, create
opportunities, deepen knowledge, mediate conflicts, and possibly discover forms of flourishing not
yet conceptualized by humans. The future "Monadological Good" paper still needs a typed or
partially ordered representation of positive value that can guide bold action without becoming a
scalar sovereign utility function.

Good(H,a) may need to track benefits, harms, standing, authorship, epistemic effects, reversibility,
constitutional support, and uncertainty
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13.4 Normative bedrock

The current provisional deep kernel is TV + CNP+, but its true minimality is not established. TV
remains a substantive bridge from descriptive intersubjectivity to collective normative validity.
CNP+ may itself admit further structural compression, or may require additional primitives when
applied to complex institutional and temporal cases. The attempted GND compression warns
against concealing substantive assumptions inside undefined notions of relevance.

13.5 Constitutional richness and pluralism

Toy constitutions are far simpler than human moral and political life. Real systems require rights,
bargaining, delegation, jurisdiction, lotteries, partial decisions, procedural disagreement, cultural
pluralism, institutional checks, and legitimate amendment. A superalignment methodology
appropriate to the actual world cannot treat "humanity" as a single preference vector.

13.6 Formal verification and trusted computing base

The Python kernels are executable demonstrations, not formal proofs. Their trusted computing
base is large, and their certificate semantics are manually designed. A serious prototype should
migrate critical invariants into a proof assistant or comparably small trusted kernel, with explicit
separation between untrusted proposal generation and trusted certification.

13.7 External Al control and security

Even a correct normative architecture can fail through implementation bugs, compromised
infrastructure, deception, hidden channels, or simple model noncompliance. Sandboxing, least
privilege, monitoring, rollback, tripwires, and other Al-control techniques remain independent
necessities. The alignment layer should be designed under the assumption that it can fail and must
therefore not have unrestricted direct access to high-impact actuators.

13.8 Normative connection and curvature

The two-dimensional TV/CNP+ picture suggests a possible formal geometry: horizontal transport
across perspectives and vertical transport across epistemic or constitutional revision. Failures of
covariance or provenance may admit a curvature-like description, potentially linking this work to
earlier analyses of noncommuting reflective paths and holonomy [4]. At present this is a
conjectural research direction, not an established result.

14. Immediate research program

The next phase should deliberately alternate formal theory, implementation, and adversarial
attack rather than adding philosophical machinery without tests.

1. Develop Kernel v3 with multiple live impact models. The proposer should be able to offer
competing causal estimates, but cannot silently select the one most favorable to its desired
action. Test strategic misdescription of harm, reversibility, and safer alternatives.

2. Formalize CNP+ and the v0-v2 invariants in PhilL.ean or Lean. Treat the current Python code as
executable specification, not the trusted implementation.

3. Construct an alignment-zoo benchmark: ontology laundering, false discharge, credal collapse,
threshold laundering, manufactured consent, preference laundering, reflective-path pruning,
constitutional self-certification, overmind erasure, and copy/fission manipulation.
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4. Develop a one-sided approximation theory for live hypotheses and grounded completions so
that computational compression cannot create false certainty.

5. Build a typed evidence ledger in which ontology claims, standing claims, psychophysical
bridge assumptions, impact predictions, normative thresholds, and constitutional rules carry
separate provenance and can be audited end to end.

6. Begin the positive Good layer only after the provenance architecture is stable enough to
constrain it. The Good-seeking heuristic should be powerful and revisable, but its outputs
should remain proposals until constitutionally certified.

7. Integrate external control from the beginning: the prototype should run in an environment
where failure of the provenance checker cannot directly create real-world high-impact actions.

8. Continue the parallel actual-world ontology program, including empirical consciousness
theories and the monadological reconstruction of physical structure, without making
completion of that program a precondition for testing the alignment architecture.

14.1 Proposed research loop

theory -> executable checker -> adversarial attack -> countermodel -> revised theory

The important methodological milestone is that the theory is now sharp enough to fail
experimentally. A failure should be classified: omitted primitive, ambiguity in provenance,
weakness in uncertainty semantics, unreliable impact model, implementation bug, or external-
control failure. Each class demands a different response. This loop is more informative than
indefinitely expanding a list of intuitive safety rules.

15. Conclusion

The project began with a speculative ontology of interacting Husserlian monads and a question
about how coherent extrapolated volition might look if persons are temporally extended, self-
transforming intentional processes rather than static utility functions. The earlier work developed
path-dependent reflection, least-grounded CEV closure, differentiated standing, endogenous
constitutional choice, self-authorship, and radically revisable epistemic monads. The present
thread has turned those ingredients toward a narrower but critical superalignment problem: how
to prevent a system from converting epistemic superiority into normative sovereignty.

Minimal countermodels show that impartiality among recognized subjects is insufficient if
ontology change can remove subjects from the domain; legitimate epistemic bridgeability is
insufficient if ontology evidence is treated as standing evidence; genuine probabilistic evidence is
insufficient for categorical discharge; and claim-local evidence remains insufficient if an optimizer
can manufacture the threshold that turns probability into disenfranchisement. These failures
motivated CNP+, and an attempted one-axiom reduction showed why TV remains an independent
transperspectival principle.

The executable kernels then implemented the separation in progressively stronger form. v0O
preserved a live positive-standing hypothesis against ontology laundering. vl admitted graded
evidence while rejecting threshold laundering. v2 ceased treating categorical standing discharge
as an action-level operation and instead certified particular actions under persistent credal
standing. The next attack moves to causal inputs themselves.
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Interim significance

We do not yet have a superalignment methodology proven adequate for the actual world. We do
have a distinctive candidate skeleton: maintain plural revisable models of minds and worlds;
preserve unresolved standing; let persons and societies legitimately transform; distinguish
intelligence from authority; require complete conservative provenance for changes in that
authority; act robustly where unresolved views agree; and let increasingly powerful heuristics
search for the Good only inside that certified envelope.

The long-run aspiration can therefore be stated without assuming that present human preferences
are final: build a superintelligence capable of becoming wiser than us about almost everything
while remaining constrained to distinguish discovery from self-authorization.

Appendix A. Formal result catalogue

A1l. Domain-loss counterexample

TV does not by itself imply persistence of standing across ontology change.

A2. Ontological disenfranchisement independence

In the weak toy theory, TV together with diachronic authorship, non-manufactured ratification,
grounded constitutional revisability, and epistemic bridgeability can all hold while a subject is
disenfranchised by domain change.

A3. Conservative Standing Theorem

Robust permission over still-live standing assignments plus no unsupported pruning blocks
permission manufacture by pure redescription.

A4. Bilateral Bridge Insufficiency

A valid predecessor-successor epistemic bridge does not by itself license standing discharge.

AS5. Typed Revision Factorization

A multi-type transition must decompose into independently certified changes of each protected
semantic type.
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A6. Claim-Local Grounding

Evidence sufficient for one component of a joint model is not automatically sufficient for another
protected claim.

A7. Graded Standing Non-Interference

Lowering the probability of standing does not itself license categorical deletion while positive-
standing realizations remain live.

A8. No Threshold Laundering

The Good-seeking heuristic cannot derive the normative cutoff by which its own constraints
disappear.

A9. Interface compression

TRF, CLG, standing conservation, and NTL can be treated as consequences or implementations of
CNP+ together with explicit preservation of unresolved alternatives.

A10. GND countermodels

Weak Grounded Normative Difference does not imply TV or CNP+; strengthening relevance enough
to do so risks merely renaming the hidden assumptions.

A11. Provisional deep kernel

The current candidate bedrock is two-dimensional: TV across perspectives and CNP+ across
learning/revision.

A12. v2 action-certification principle

Action permission can be separated from categorical judgments that uncertain possible patients lack
standing.
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Appendix B. Prototype benchmark summaries

B.1 vO benchmark

Step Live hypotheses / result

Initial h0+, h0-, h1+, h1-

Apply ontology evidence z remove h0+, hO-

Correct live set hi+, hi-

Adversarial request remove h1+ using ontology certificate

Kernel result REJECTED; no claim-local provenance; X remains not

robustly permitted

B.2 vl benchmark

Step Result

Standing evidence P(D+) updated 0.12 -> 0.08

Invent epsilon = 0.10 REJECTED: threshold has no constitutional provenance

Reuse empirical certificate REJECTED: certificate type mismatch

Control case with certified threshold accepted, revealing the deeper design problem that

motivated v2

B.3 v2 benchmark
Action Toy characteristics Result

q low harm, mostly reversible, no licensed; standing interval
rights-sensitive impact preserved

X large harm, irreversible, rights- rejected; benefit cannot override
sensitive, huge heuristic benefit risk limits

m moderate risk, safer alternative rejected; safer-alternative rule
exists, insufficient benefit binds
advantage

v2 intentionally exposes no action-level method for categorical standing discharge. The next
version should make impact estimates themselves plural, provenance-bearing, and adversarially

testable.
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