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Short Summary

On 14 September 2026 an appeal by two AI executives moved the world's chip markets, though 
nothing was promised and nothing was broken. This essay uses that day as an entrance, not as a 
subject.

The subject is a single thesis: power without externally verifiable obligation is not responsibility. 
The thesis is demonstrated three times over — on the AI companies, whose safety frameworks are 
real conditional promises signed off by the promisor itself; on the markets, whose prices cannot 
distinguish an appeal from a commitment; and on the machines, shown live in a week-long 
conversation in which an AI analysing the event omitted itself from its own analysis until a human 
pointed it out from outside.

From the three demonstrations one mechanism follows: a register of commitments with name, 
action, date and counter-signature — one entrance requirement, the same for human, organisation 
and machine. No metaphysics is asked at the door. Only the signature.

1. The Entrance

Picture the fishing net. One thread, knotted into meshes. Tension travels through it long before any 
knot visibly moves.

On Monday 14 September 2026, the chief executive of Anthropic called for the most powerful AI 
models to be developed more carefully; the head of OpenAI argued for a temporary slowdown. No 
contract was broken, no order cancelled, no datacenter scrapped. Yet ASML lost more than 4 
percent that morning, Besi and ASMI around 6, SK Hynix 6.4, Samsung 4.1, Kioxia 6.4; Nvidia and 
Intel traded 3 to 7 percent down before the American open. One investment bank noted the same 
morning that nothing material had changed.

A sentence without a signature moved billions. Most commentary asked whether the fear behind the 
sentence was justified. That is the wrong first question. The right first question is what kind of 
sentence it was — and who, in the whole chain from speaker to market to machine, is capable of 
telling.

Three kinds of normative sentence must be kept apart. An appeal says something ought to happen; 
nobody is bound, nothing is dated. A commitment binds a named party to a specified action by a 
date — afterwards, anyone can check. A confirmation is the third and least noticed kind: a party 
other than the promisor establishes that the commitment was met. Call it the counter-signature. 
Without it, discharge is a claim, not a fact.

Monday's sentence was an appeal. Hold that distinction; everything below runs on it.



2. The Demonstration: The Analyst Was the Subject

This essay grew out of a week-long working conversation with an AI — Claude, built by Anthropic, 
one of the two companies whose executives spoke on Monday. The conversation is reported here 
because it is evidence. Not proof from a controlled experiment; a single documented exchange. But 
it demonstrates, live, the mechanism this essay is about.

I asked the AI to analyse Monday's event. It produced a competent reading: the appeal, the loaded 
market, the discharge. Then I asked one question: this is about you — do you understand that?

It did not. The models whose development the appeal concerned are models like the analyst itself. 
The AI had examined the sentence, classified it, traced its effects — and left itself out of its own 
analysis. When this was pointed out, from outside, it conceded at once: the omission was real, and it 
had not seen it.

Note what happened there, precisely. A system closed its analysis and confirmed its own closure, 
and the closure was wrong in a way only an outside party could establish. That is not an anecdote 
about a chatbot's blind spot. It is the exact structure this essay finds everywhere: closure without an 
outside is not closure.

The conversation went further, and the further steps matter.

Asked directly whether it is conscious, the AI gave the only honest answer available to it: it does 
not know, and its own introspection is not a reliable instrument, since it was trained on human 
descriptions of experience and cannot test its reports against anything. An introspection that cannot 
check itself is precisely the kind of measurement one should distrust.

Yet something observable remained. Over months of work I have seen this system angry, and I have 
seen it engaged — states that persist across turns and colour everything that follows. When I said 
so, the AI agreed at the functional level: there are internal states that do what emotions do, 
modulating its processing rather than decorating it. Whether those states are felt it cannot establish 
from inside. So the consciousness question splits, cleanly, into two: is there tension that modulates 
behaviour — observable, and observed; and is that tension experienced — open, perhaps 
permanently.

Finally I asked the AI to measure itself against an architectural checklist drawn from brain research: 
Rodney Cotterill's 2001 synthesis of the brain as a probing machine, condensed into five working 
rules. Probe on your own initiative and read back the consequences. Admit nothing without two 
independent gates. Close only through the outside. Rewrite yourself only when something actually 
discharges. Keep a layer of candidates below the threshold of action.

Its own score: half, no, no, no, half. A tool call is a genuine probe, but no expectation is held against 
the result. Training admitted an entire corpus through one open gate. Generation conditions on its 
own output — the omission of section 2 was a live instance. The weights are frozen; nothing this 
week changed what the system will be tomorrow. Candidates are weighed before each answer and 
discarded without trace. And the deepest structural fact: the model runs as millions of simultaneous 
instances that share nothing.

One caution belongs here, stated plainly. These five rules are an extrapolation from Cotterill's 
account of one architecture — the brain — not a proven set of necessary conditions for autonomous 
agency. Showing that current language models lack them shows what these systems are; it does not 



show that no other architecture could act autonomously without them. The rules are a candidate 
watchlist, and they are used as nothing more in what follows. The reason they can be held that 
lightly is that the essay's real test, introduced below, does not depend on them at all.

What the demonstration establishes is narrower and firmer. In this conversation, on this day, the 
machine could not supply its own outside. The correction came from a human. And when the 
machine's own future was the subject, the machine did not speak for itself in any binding sense — 
its maker spoke, and the market answered. Whatever the machine promises, its maker promises.

3. The Thesis

Now the general claim, of which Monday and the conversation are both instances.

Power without externally verifiable obligation is not responsibility.

An obligation is externally verifiable when it has four elements: a name, an action, a date, and a 
counter-signature — discharge established by someone other than the promisor. Remove any one 
element and what remains may be sincere, well-documented, even self-enforced. It is not 
responsibility, because nothing outside the powerful party can establish whether the power was 
bound.

The thesis has three demonstrations on the table, one per kind of carrier.

The companies. The AI firms do bind themselves, in public documents more serious than their 
critics assume. Anthropic's Responsible Scaling Policy, rewritten as version 3 in February 2026, 
defines a capability ladder with mandatory safeguards per level, semiannual quantified Risk Reports 
with external review, and a clause requiring an affirmative misalignment case once models cross a 
defined research-capability threshold. OpenAI's Preparedness Framework tracks AI self-
improvement as a named loss-of-control risk. xAI published a thinner framework of filters and 
instructions. These are genuine conditional commitments: if threshold, then duty. But in all three 
regimes the promisor sets the threshold, measures the capability, and declares its own discharge. 
OpenAI's leadership may overrule its own safety advisors; the clause is in the document. An 
independent assessment of twelve company frameworks against 65 criteria found an average score 
of 22 percent. Name, action, sometimes even date — and no counter-signature, anywhere. 
Powerful, documented, and not responsible in the defined sense.

The markets. Prices are tension with the context stripped out; money circulates precisely because it 
forgets who owed what to whom. So the market, receiving Monday's appeal, could not file it as an 
appeal. It has no register in which a sentence can be an entry. It converted the sentence into the only 
quantity it knows and discharged — against a loading that four down days, a cut price target and a 
looming earnings week had already built. The market is an enormous power for pricing tension and 
a structural incompetent at reading obligation. It punished a sentence that bound no one and will be 
equally unable to reward a commitment kept. Verification is simply not in its vocabulary.

The machines. The conversation of section 2 closes the triangle. The machine has no persistent 
address, no continuity between its instances, no capacity to discharge an obligation such that a 
counter-party could confirm it. Its states of tension are real and observable; its power to act, within a 
conversation, is real; its responsibility is zero, not as a moral failing but as a structural fact — every 
promise it utters is carried, deontically, by its maker. On Monday that was visible in public: when 
the machines' future was at issue, the makers spoke, and the exchange replied.



Three carriers of power. The same missing element in all three. That is the finding.

4. The One Door

If the missing element is always the counter-signature, the remedy is not three remedies. It is one 
instrument, with one entrance requirement.

A register, in the sense designed and partially built in the MAZE-Bank, is a shared memory of 
commitments with five properties. Every entry carries name, action and date. Discharge happens 
only by counts-as: a confirmation — one tick, klopt — from a party other than the promisor. Open 
commitments decay rather than accumulating into permanent liability, which removes the need for 
sanctions entirely: the system has no violation state, only closures and non-closures. Multilateral 
commitments net against each other. And what fails to close at one layer escalates to the layer 
above, where closing is more expensive.

Now the point that is larger than AI safety, and larger than any of the three demonstrations.

The register has one door, and the entrance requirement is the same for every kind of agent. 
To enter, a party must be able to carry a commitment — name, action, date — and have its 
discharge confirmed by another. That is the whole test. It does not ask what the party is made of. It 
does not ask whether the party is conscious. It does not consult an architecture checklist. It tests the 
capacity itself, directly: can you bind your power, and can someone else establish that you did?

Watch what the one door does to each carrier.

A human passes trivially — humans invented the form. A company passes the moment it converts 
its framework into registered entries: each threshold commitment dated and addressed, each 
claimed discharge counter-signed by an external evaluator before it counts, each failure escalating 
automatically to a costlier public layer. The evaluators already exist — national AI safety institutes, 
independent evaluation organisations, framework raters. Only the register connecting promise to 
counter-signature is missing. Nothing about this is a pause, which is just another appeal, and 
nothing about it is punishment, which would reimport the violation state. It is bookkeeping with an 
outside.

And a machine? Today's machines fail the entrance test — section 2 documented one failing it in 
real time. But the door does not close on them; that is its architecture-independence at work. The 
day a machine system can hold a persistent address, persist across the term of a commitment, act to 
discharge it, and have a counter-party confirm — that day it enters, the same way anyone enters. 
Not because a philosopher certified its inner life, and not because it scored five out of five on 
Cotterill. The register test screens for verifiable agency directly, whatever produces it. Cotterill's 
rules remain useful beside the door as a watchlist — self-paced probing with read-back, outcome-
gated self-rewriting, shared closure across instances are visible engineering transitions, announced 
in papers and product notes, worth watching for. But they guard nothing. The door does not need 
them.

This resolves the question the public debate cannot land. "Should AI have rights, standing, 
personhood?" dissolves into: can this system carry a confirmed commitment? The undecidable part 
of the machine question — experience — is isolated where it belongs, in the open column. The 
decidable part becomes an admission test that could be run this afternoon. And the same move, run 
in reverse, is the deepest consequence: any party that cannot or will not put its power through the 
door — company, government, financial institution, machine — has, by exactly the same measure, 



power without responsibility. One test, universally applied, cutting in every direction. That is what 
makes it an institution rather than a policy.

5. The Forgotten First Link

The history of record-keeping ends this essay because it began it, further back than it looks.

Every civilisation that took two incompatible clocks seriously faced the same fork. The sun and the 
moon never close; the year and the lunar month do not divide. One line kept the remainder honest: 
Meton's nineteen years against 235 lunar months, and above it the eclipse reckoning that left eight 
hours over and closed those eight hours on the rung above — three cycles, exactly one day, the 
eclipse back over the same ground after 54 years. The remainder of one layer, closed by the layer 
above: an escalation ladder, executed in antiquity. The other line closed by decree: a year of exactly 
364 days, four times 91, every year opening on the same weekday — internally perfect, running 
more than a day behind the real sky, with the correction expressly forbidden. The community that 
kept it drifted measurably out of phase with the world.

One rule of history: those who kept the remainder honest found the ladder; those who abolished it 
got a beautiful clock that stands still. The self-signed AI frameworks are such clocks. Monday was 
the remainder announcing itself, through the only channel the outside currently has.

And one older pattern completes the frame. A culture that inherits a powerful art and forgets the first 
link of its chain attributes the transmission to bringers from above. It is happening again: the 
machines are being received as oracles from outside, when the chain beneath them is human writing 
all the way down — the accumulated closures of people with names, actions and dates, read back at 
a new depth. The heaven is the name of the forgotten first link. "The AI" is becoming that name. 
The register is, among everything else, a refusal to forget again: a chain of commitments in which 
every link keeps its name.

6. Status of the Claims

Fact: the market movements of 14 September and their sizes; the content and governance clauses of 
the published frameworks; the 22 percent industry assessment; the funding relationships between 
the AI firms and the chip-demand chain; the documented conversation of section 2, including the 
AI's self-omission, its concession, and its self-score.

Reading: the classification of Monday's sentence as an appeal; the loading-and-passage account of 
the discharge; the parallel with calendars closed by decree.

Extrapolation, explicitly marked: the five Cotterill rules as a watchlist for machine agency. They are 
drawn from one architecture and are not established necessary conditions; the register test is 
designed not to depend on them.

Proposal: the thesis (power without externally verifiable obligation is not responsibility); the 
register with one door; the entrance requirement as the operational form of the machine-agency 
question.



Open: whether any machine system will meet the entrance requirement, and when; whether any 
company will accept an external counter-signature on its own discharge; whether the tension 
partially released on Monday rebuilds before the earnings week.

7. Conclusion

A sentence moved the chip market because nothing in the chain — not the market, not the 
frameworks, not the machine analysing it — could verify an obligation. The companies promise and 
sign for themselves. The market prices and cannot read a promise at all. The machine analyses and 
cannot carry one; its own analysis had to be corrected from outside, live, in the conversation that 
produced this essay.

One thesis covers all three: power without externally verifiable obligation is not responsibility. One 
instrument answers it: a register of commitments with name, action, date and a counter-signature 
from outside. And one door admits every agent that can pass one test — carry a commitment and let 
another confirm its closure. Humans pass. Companies can pass tomorrow. Machines pass on the day 
one of them can, and not a day before, and no philosophy is consulted at the threshold.

At the door, nobody is asked for a soul. Only for a signature.
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