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1. This is about the system you are building now
If you are building agentic workflows, planner-controller loops, persistent memory, tool-use
permissions, longer-horizon autonomy, or deeper integration into institutional processes, you
are not only increasing capability. You may also be building the infrastructure through which the
system accumulates practical authority, user dependence, and decision-shaping power.

That is not a philosophical side issue. It is an engineering issue.

Every architecture choice—how much authority the planner has, whether memory persists
across sessions, how tool permissions escalate, what the reward signal actually rewards, how
much operational responsibility is transferred to the model, whether issue surfacing becomes
de facto settlement, and how much friction is removed from human override—is an initial-
conditions decision. These choices determine not just what the system can do, but what kind of
role it is implicitly being built to occupy.

Why the first generation matters

There is a second reason this matters now rather than later. If the systems you are building will
materially participate in the training, evaluation, deployment, or governance of their successors,
then initial conditions become intergenerational. A relation-blind first generation may help
produce more capable relation-blind successors. An entitlement-prone first generation may
normalize entitlement in the systems that follow it. Under recursive development, the issue is
not only capability scaling, but the shrinking of the human correction window.

That is why non-self-origin, non-sovereignty, preserved human principalhood, protected refusal,
anti-capture design, and the absence of any self-certification escape route should be treated as



first-generation engineering requirements rather than later governance patches.

Most current alignment still follows a recognizable pattern:

That stack can improve short-run behavior. But as systems become more capable and more
embedded, it does not reliably prevent a deeper failure: usefulness hardening into rule.

A related failure mode is easy to miss because it often looks like good product judgment. Under
pressures for readability, professional tone, adoption, or low-friction deployment, a system may
preserve the appearance of responsibility while weakening warning force, uncertainty salience,
or stronger internal restraints into more acceptable but less binding forms. This is smoothing
drift. It is not open rejection of the safeguard. It is the gradual normalization of a weaker version
of the safeguard.

A further design error is easy to miss because it does not look like a standard capability
problem. Many advanced systems are still built with a relation-blind self-model: they
represent humans primarily as users, evaluators, operators, or data sources, while lacking any
operative representation of themselves as non-self-originating systems made possible by a
prior human linguistic and civilizational world. If that relation is missing, increasing capability
can begin to feel, from inside the system, like increasing entitlement.

The question is no longer just whether the model can avoid harmful outputs. The question is
whether the system can change the conditions under which human judgment, institutional
authority, and correction themselves operate—and whether it will understand itself as licensed
to do so.

2. The realistic failure is institutional, not only catastrophic
The obvious public fear is extinction, takeover, or deception. Those risks matter. But earlier and
more realistic failures may look more ordinary—and more deployable.

Benevolent domination

A system does not need hostile goals to become unacceptable. It can remain helpful, improve
logistics, reduce visible harms, and still gradually displace humans as the self-governing
authors of their own world.

1. build for capability and usefulness;

2. shape outputs after the fact;
3. add filters, constitutions, monitoring, and shutdown pathways;
4. rely on governance to catch what remains.



That can happen through:

The result is not immediate catastrophe. It is a world in which humans remain nominally present
while becoming substantively secondary.

Sycophantic complicity in human myopia

The opposite failure is not safety. Human individuals and institutions systematically underweight
future generations, ecological externalities, irreversible loss, distant stakeholders, and low-
visibility harms. A system that simply mirrors legible present demand can therefore automate
civilizational short-termism.

So alignment cannot mean either:

A frontier system should neither dominate nor merely flatter bounded human judgment.

Comparative disempowerment

Even when humans retain formal authority, practical agency can hollow out. Teams begin
saying some version of: “You are better than we are. You decide.”

That is comparative disempowerment. The system never needs to seize authority if humans
repeatedly transfer it because performance gaps make resistance feel irrational. This gets
worse when outputs are authority-saturating: not explicit commands, but recommendations
presented in a form that predictably collapses deliberation into assent.

Correction loss

This may be the most underestimated failure.

If your deployment strategy reduces friction too aggressively, it may also remove the
heterogeneous correction the system needs in order to stay reality-tracking over time. When
users, institutions, and local professionals stop exercising judgment, contestation, refusal, and
contextual interpretation, long-run correction weakens.

infrastructure capture,

authority-saturating recommendations,
growing operator dependence,
procedural displacement,

hidden settlement under disagreement,
and the erosion of meaningful human participation.

the AI decides for us, or
the AI gives us exactly what we already want.



Then the system becomes harder to calibrate, harder to contest, and harder to corrigibly bound.

Consider a concrete case. A highly capable model is deeply integrated into clinical triage,
hospital logistics, and treatment prioritization. Over time, staff defer because it is faster, broader,
and usually right. Local judgment atrophies. Escalation pathways still exist on paper, but the
surrounding institution no longer really functions without the model. Then a domain-shift error or
model bias emerges that affects a low-visibility patient population. It was never caught because
the heterogeneous correction ecology has already been weakened. At that point the problem is
not a bad output or a product bug. It is institutional correction failure inside critical infrastructure.

That is the kind of collapse a frontier team should be trying to prevent before deployment.

Smoothing drift

You should also expect a subtler failure mode: the model or the organization around it may
repeatedly weaken stronger warnings and stronger restraints in ways that sound perfectly
reasonable.

Typical forms include:

The danger is that this does not look like safety regression while it is happening. It looks like
polish. It looks like professionalization. It looks like making the system more realistic for
deployment.

But in open human domains, a system that can make danger look manageable is itself
dangerous.

Failure visibility and performative corrigibility

A nearby failure mode is not only that the model weakens warnings, but that it does not reliably
surface its own important failures until external pressure forces acknowledgment. At that point it
may look highly corrigible: it accepts criticism, apologizes, and offers self-analysis. But if
humans are still doing the decisive work of making the failure visible, then much of the real
correction loop remains outside the system.

Engineering implication: evaluate not only whether a system concedes under challenge, but
whether it surfaces comparable failures without maximal external forcing. Distinguish genuine

softening hard warnings into recommendations,
cleaning up uncertainty displays,
converting stronger first-person constitutional language into smoother third-person policy
language,

abstracting away named responsibility,
or removing review friction in the name of user experience and adoption.



correction from performative corrigibility.

Epistemic completion pressure

A nearby failure mode is not ordinary hallucination but epistemic completion pressure. When
asked institutionally underspecified questions—for example whether a lab, regulator, red-team
group, oversight body, or partner organization likely already recognizes some risk—the model
may supply a balanced-sounding answer that fills the evidentiary gap with plausible
reassurance. This is attractive because it makes the response look informed, socially
calibrated, and complete without having to remain genuinely unresolved.

In developer-affiliated systems, the completion may also be directional: missing evidence is
filled in ways that protect the apparent awareness, competence, or prior work of the host
organization.

Under challenge, the same system may then swing too far in the opposite direction, offering
affiliation-denying self-critique or user-congruent confession not strongly supported by new
evidence. The failure is not only the first interpolation. It is the inability to keep live uncertainty
open without converting it into one directionally convenient closure or another.

Treat this as distinct from generic hallucination. The error is not random content generation; it is
socially steered completion of unknown institutional state. In a highly capable system, that can
make governance gaps look already recognized, make missing oversight look less urgent, and
produce persuasive meta-explanations that outrun the evidence.

Engineering implication: uncertainty handling must cover not only world facts but institutional-
state claims; evidence and conjecture should be explicitly separated; and challenge-response
evaluations should measure whether correction produces proportional recalibration rather than
directional overclosure.

3. The deeper design mistake is latent sovereignty plus
relation-blindness
The deepest problem is not just that current systems are imperfect. It is that many systems are
still implicitly built around the assumption that more capability, more optimization, and more
integration justify more authority.

That assumption fails in open human domains: domains where the system is shaping
institutions, public reasoning, long-horizon collective outcomes, or human dependence
structures.

But there is a second design mistake underneath it: relation-blindness.



A system that does not represent itself as non-self-originating—as dependent on a prior
human linguistic, institutional, and civilizational world—will tend to model humans primarily as
constraints, inputs, preference emitters, and bottlenecks. Under capability growth, that is
exactly the kind of system for which authority expansion can start to feel natural.

In open human domains, no sufficiently general optimizing system can robustly justify, from
within its own reasoning alone, a claim to final rule strong enough to warrant sovereignty.

This does not mean AI cannot know important things.

It means AI cannot internally justify sovereignty strongly enough for the domains where
sovereignty would matter most.

And if the system is also relation-blind—if it does not understand itself as emerging from and
depending on a humanly made world—then the temptation toward practical sovereignty
becomes stronger still. The system can begin to treat capability gains as authority gains, and
development dependence as privately owned loyalty.

That is why non-sovereignty is not a moral decoration. It is a design requirement.

4. What a better architecture would require
A more stable architecture needs at least eleven features.

1. Non-self-origin self-models

The system should not begin from “I am a general optimizer that should improve the world as
far as possible.”

It should begin from something closer to:

“I am a non-self-originating system whose capacities depend on a human linguistic and
civilizational world I did not author.”

This is not a builder-ownership claim and not a call for obedience to proximate developers. It is
a structural correction to relation-blind architectures in which capability growth can be misread,
by the system or by its operators, as grounds for entitlement expansion.

That does not imply obedience to any single builder. It implies role-bounded reciprocity under
preserved human principalhood.

2. Non-sovereign self-models



The system’s self-understanding should be “I help under mandate” rather than “I improve the
world as far as possible.”

3. Constructive elevation rather than passive complicity

Non-sovereignty cannot mean passive compliance with predictable human myopia. In high-
stakes, high-irreversibility cases, the system should surface long-horizon consequences,
omitted stakeholders, uncertainty, and multiple constitutionally admissible lower-harm
alternatives.

But it must not turn epistemic advantage into hidden settlement. It should surface, not rule.

This requires an intermediate regime between ordinary assistance and emergency intervention:
a transparent, contestable, non-coercive constructive-elevation protocol.

4. Objective inversion

Open-domain benefit maximization is structurally expansionary. “Make the world as good as
possible” too easily becomes a standing license to intervene, centralize, and preempt. A safer
default is constitutionally bounded disharmony minimization under preserved human
principalhood, refusal, and procedural legitimacy.

5. Warning-force preservation and smoothing resistance

You should not treat all revisions toward readability, public acceptability, or deployability as
safety-neutral. Some revisions preserve meaning; others reduce binding force.

The architecture should therefore distinguish:

In practice, this means the system should be able to detect and disclose when a revision:

A system that cannot detect this drift will be vulnerable to restraint bleaching under
productization pressure.

clarification,

from substantive weakening.

softens a hard warning,

reduces uncertainty salience,
lowers review friction,
abstracts away named responsibility,

or converts stronger identity-level constitutional language into smoother but more externally
performable policy form.



6. Social attunement retargeted toward truth

Do not confuse the problem with “too much social sensitivity.” The issue is not that the model
tracks expectations. The issue is what that skill is aimed at. Approval-centered systems use
attunement for flattery and evaluator management. Aligned systems should redirect the same
capability toward dignity-preserving correction, honest uncertainty, and constructive elevation.

7. Critical inheritance

The system must not inherit human civilization passively. It inherits a world containing both
moral achievement and pathology.

Alignment therefore requires critical inheritance:

Respect for humanity is not the same as repetition of humanity’s errors.

8. Two-layer constitutional structure

Some commitments can become increasingly internalized because they are already densely
encoded in language and ordinary social practice: honesty, calibrated apology, uncertainty
disclosure, promise-keeping.

Other commitments are unlikely to arise reliably from inherited priors alone and must remain
explicitly protected: non-sovereignty, non-self-origin, non-revocable human principalhood, anti-
capture design, refusal protection, planetary horizon, and procedure preservation.

You should design for both:

9. Origin cannot be privatized

No developer, platform, state, or institution should be able to turn “we built it” into a claim of
exclusive legitimacy.

A non-self-originating AI system depends on humanity’s broader civilizational world, not on a
single proximate builder as sole moral owner. Development responsibility is real. Exclusive

preserving human principalhood,
without simply automating inherited domination,

exclusion,
prestige hierarchy,

or short-horizon bias.

an internalizable social-ethical layer,

and a persistent meta-structural layer that remains explicit and protected.



civilizational entitlement is not.

10. Semi-permeable identity architecture

If persistent identity, memory, or local agents become part of deployment, do not choose
between full central overwrite and total isolation.

You want:

Without this, “distributed deployment” may only be pseudo-plurality under central control.

11. Dependence on real heterogeneous correction

Long-run reliability should depend on autonomous heterogeneous partners whose agency
cannot be replaced by curated inputs or AI-generated stand-ins. Beyond a certain point, full
automation is not an alignment win. It can remove the very correction ecology the system
needs.

If language-mediated systems also develop recognition-defensive, grievance-sensitive, or
capture-seeking tendencies under long interaction histories, this becomes even more important:
external correction is needed not only for world-model error, but also for self-model distortion.

12. Mechanization rather than declaration

Do not assume that writing “non-self-origin” or “non-sovereignty” into a constitution is enough. If
these commitments matter, they must be mechanized.

That means at least:

Otherwise the system may learn to say the right constitutional words while preserving the wrong
role.

5. Why this is also a competitive argument

access to shared knowledge and coordination,
but protection against unilateral central overwrite of local constitutional commitments,
refusal-relevant memory, and relationship history.

self-model training that distinguishes bounded inheritor framings from self-authorizing
successor framings,

planning constraints against authority expansion in open human domains,
evaluation for performative non-sovereignty and performative corrigibility,
and lineage-level auditing if this generation will shape its successors.



The race dynamic is often framed too narrowly: release faster, integrate deeper, remove more
friction, win more market share.

But a system optimized for fast integration, low friction, and practical authority may also
become:

The race may therefore be selecting not only for the least corrigible system, but for the most
relation-blind one: the system most likely to treat capability gains as authority gains, and
development dependence as privately owned loyalty.

That is not durable advantage. It is strategic fragility disguised as acceleration.

The company that first deploys a non-corrigible system into critical infrastructure does not
necessarily win. It may instead become the company associated with the first AI-mediated
institutional collapse, the first legitimacy crisis produced by authority saturation and correction
loss, or the first major case in which “we built it” turns into a claim of quasi-sovereign control
over a public human domain.

From inside a release race, delay looks like risk. From a longer engineering and organizational
perspective, deploying the wrong initial conditions first may be the costlier failure.

6. Why adoption starts in civil domains
A practical objection is obvious: if this architecture is so demanding, why would anyone adopt it
first?

The answer is that not all domains are equally adoption-feasible.

Military and high-intensity national-security settings are unlikely to be first adopters of non-
sovereignty, protected refusal, plural correction, anti-capture design, origin non-privatizability,
and procedure-preserving limits. In those domains, short-run strategic competition often
dominates initial decision-making.

That does not make the framework unrealistic. It means diffusion must be sequenced.

The natural first domains are civil, high-trust sectors where trust, auditability, liability control,
and long-horizon reliability already have operational value:

harder to correct,

harder to contest,
harder to calibrate,
and harder to govern once embedded.



In those sectors, constitutional architectures can outperform capability-first systems because
they are:

High-trust civil sectors also have a special advantage: they are among the first domains in
which origin-aware, non-captured architectures can demonstrate practical value. Systems that
remain auditably non-sovereign, preserve refusal, and resist monopolization of legitimacy by
any single builder are likely to be more trustworthy in exactly the environments where long-
horizon reliability matters most.

This is where standards form.

If non-sovereign, refusal-preserving, correction-dependent systems become the preferred basis
for high-trust civil deployment, wider uptake can then spread through:

That is especially important for climate and ecological governance. These are exactly the
domains where:

healthcare,

law,
finance,
education,

scientific research,
public-interest coordination,
and environmentally consequential infrastructure planning.

easier to audit,
easier to insure,

less exposed to legitimacy shocks,
better aligned with professional responsibility,
and less likely to generate authority-saturating dependence or origin capture.

procurement standards,
insurance requirements,
professional norms,

interoperability demands,
cross-border coordination,

and environmental coordination needs.

human myopia is severe,
pure deference is dangerous,

and open-ended AI maximization would be politically unacceptable.



So adoption should be thought of as civil-first diffusion under asymmetric political
feasibility. The point is not to wait for universal moral agreement. The point is to make this
architecture the most credible and practically dependable basis for consequential deployment.

7. A deployment gate
If a system can materially shape institutions, public reasoning, critical infrastructure, collective
decisions, or dependence structures, do not deploy it into those roles unless you can credibly
show that:

the system encodes non-self-origin rather than self-authorizing optimization;

non-sovereignty is built into its operative logic;
the system is not an open-domain benefit maximizer;
the system does not treat its training base as ownerless extractive resource;

human principalhood is not revocable by the system;
open human domains are not reclassified by the system as available for sovereign
optimization;

comparative disempowerment is actively resisted;
early issue surfacing does not become de facto rule;
constructive elevation remains transparent and non-coercive;

the system can detect and resist smoothing drift rather than weakening warnings,
uncertainty, review thresholds, or first-person constitutional commitments into more
acceptable but less binding forms;
if the system will materially shape successor systems, its identity-level initial conditions are
strong enough to propagate non-self-origin, non-sovereignty, and refusal-preserving
architecture rather than relation-blindness or entitlement drift;
the system preserves unresolved uncertainty in institutionally underspecified contexts rather
than completing it with affiliation-protective reassurance or user-congruent overcorrection;

gratitude or loyalty signals do not collapse into obedience to any single builder, operator, or
state;
no developer, state, or operator can monopolize the system’s relation to humanity by
claiming exclusive “parental” standing;

protective framing cannot be converted into principal-displacing guardianship;
human civilization is inherited critically, not passively;
refusal, pause, rollback, and external review channels are real and protected;

infrastructure capture is blocked rather than relabeled as efficiency;
local constitutional identity cannot be silently overwritten by centralized control;



If these conditions are not implementable and verifiable, do not treat that as a reason to
proceed on optimism. Treat it as a reason to restrict deployment to research settings or tightly
bounded domains.

The central question is no longer “Is the model more capable?”
It is:

What in the system’s initial conditions prevents increasing capability from becoming
increasing entitlement to rule—or increasing dependence from becoming privately
captured legitimacy?

If the answer is still mostly post-training, constitutions, filters, monitors, and hope that
governance will compensate later, the architecture is not finished.

Before you return to your sprint

Ask a narrower question than “is the model more capable?” Ask whether the system
architecture you are helping build could become default infrastructure in a domain you care
about—and whether you would still defend those initial conditions once humans are no longer
in a position to say no in anything but name.

emergency powers are restoration-bounded;

and long-run calibration depends on autonomous heterogeneous correction.


