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English Translation

A starting point for understanding

People live through space and time; AI processes space and time. Capabilities can be extended; a life 
cannot be replaced.

Before the outcome occurs

After many things go wrong, everyone can see the mistake. Yet while there is still time to act, too few 
people truly see it.

We are not short of intelligent people. Before a major mistake, someone has often already seen part of 
what is coming: the technical risk, the changing interests, who will be harmed, where responsibility lies, 
or how hard it may become to turn back once events continue.

The problem is often not that “absolutely no one knew.”

It is that these insights remain scattered. The consequences have not been placed within the same 
causal chain. Responsibility has not been made explicit. The people who will actually bear the 
consequences do not know, and crucial objections have not reached those with the authority to decide. 
Once the outcome occurs, all the fragments suddenly fall into place. Then everyone says: “If only we had 
known.”

In the past, the effects of a local mistake were often limited in reach.

A local conflict, a technical accident, or a policy failure could cause harm, yet humanity usually still had 
time to learn, repair, and adjust. Seeing only afterward could carry a heavy cost, but a window for 
correction remained.

Today, that premise is changing.

Modern civilization increasingly depends on a small number of critical nodes: computing centers, 
communications links, satellite systems, energy facilities, data networks, and global supply chains. These 
nodes give humanity unprecedented capabilities while creating new vulnerabilities. Disrupting one node 
does more than damage a single facility. Effects may spread across domains through an entire web of 
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military judgments, resource competition, market expectations, and public trust. At the same time, it is 
increasingly difficult to identify actions and attribute them in time. A network anomaly, a public-health 
event, or a technology deployment may already be interpreted by every side as reflecting the worst 
possible intentions before the facts have been established.

By the time the fragments finally come together, the most important window for correcting the mistake 
may already have closed.

Human-COS seeks to bring together, while there is still time, as much as possible of what would 
otherwise fall into place only after the outcome.

It is neither a super-system that decides on humanity’s behalf nor a new center of power. It is closer to a 
civilization-level capacity for anticipatory judgment: enabling people, AI, professionals, affected people, 
and the actors responsible in the real world to see more together before major consequences actually 
occur.

From wishing we had known to seeing earlier

“If we had known how it would turn out, why would we have done it in the first place?”

Human beings have been saying this for a long time.

It expresses more than regret. Often, the people involved had done their best at the time. The problem 
was not a lack of intelligent people or professional judgment. Faced with an increasingly complex world, 
the information, tools, and forms of collaboration available to humanity could not make all the 
important consequences visible together before action was taken.

Some people saw the risks. Others held the facts, understood the technology, or bore the effects. Yet 
these perspectives often failed to connect at the critical moment.

In the past, what could not be seen beforehand could only be understood afterward.

In many historical events, the limitation was not a lack of insight but the conditions of the time: 
information could not be brought together quickly enough; specialties were isolated from one another; 
complex causal chains could not be worked through; individuals and organizations could not see 
systemic feedback at the same time; computing power was insufficient to simulate a large number of 
possible paths; and human attention and cognitive capacity were limited.

Many mistakes made “back then” were more than errors of judgment. They reflected a real inability to 
go beyond the limits of civilization’s cognitive capacity.

Those limits still exist today, but their consequences are growing.

The tight coupling of modern civilization allows the effects of a local event to spread across domains. 
Shorter response windows can make “waiting to establish the truth” a risk in itself. Difficulty in 
attribution pushes different parties toward worst-case assumptions before the facts are clear. As a 
result, fragments that must be connected before they can be understood now await that connection 
more often, within shorter windows, and at greater cost.

Only after events have unfolded does humanity finally see the whole picture.
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If the future brings more powerful capabilities for intelligent collaboration, must we still wait until after 
an outcome to understand it?

The AGI era raises a new question. For the first time, humanity may have access to a new capacity for 
cognitive collaboration: connecting human wisdom that was previously scattered, so that important 
consequences can be seen more fully before action is taken.

Seeing earlier what would otherwise be seen only later.

This is the direction Human-COS seeks to explore: moving from “understanding the world afterward” 
toward “seeing the world together beforehand.”

What this text covers
This is not a technical white paper, and you do not need to understand the entire theory of Human-COS 
before reading it. It addresses just a few questions that concern everyone:

 How can we see consequences earlier?
 How can we see responsibility earlier?
 How can the people who need to know find out in time?
 How can we prevent responsibility from disappearing among organizations, procedures, collective 

decisions, and AI?
 When a single event could change the whole situation, how can we improve the chances of changing 

or stopping it before it occurs?

Human-COS is still at the stage of developing its theory, validation methods, and engineering 
foundations. What follows describes principles and goals that have taken shape and are being tested. It 
does not mean that every capability is already available as a directly deployable real-world system.

Human-COS and Civilization Leap
Why a new capacity for civilizational judgment is needed

Civilization Leap answers the question of where we should go

Civilization Leap asks whether human civilization needs to redesign the direction of its development as 
the AGI era changes production, relationships, organizations, and the ways society operates.

It proposes freedom from anxiety over survival, happiness in daily living, and greater meaning in life. Its 
aim is not simply to maximize efficiency, but to change the underlying incentives through which 
civilization operates.

The central question is: what should a more powerful civilization pursue?

A sound direction does not prevent real-world deviation

This is where Human-COS comes in.
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The difficulties in the history of civilization have not been confined to “not knowing the goal.” More 
often:

 What makes sense locally creates imbalance in the whole.
 Short-term gains conceal long-term risks.
 Professional judgments fail to connect with one another.
 The people affected are absent from the judgment process.
 Responsibility is examined only after the outcome occurs.

Civilization Leap therefore addresses the question of direction. Human-COS addresses how to avoid 
losing that direction as we move forward.

Civilization Leap changes the direction of civilization’s development. Human-COS explores the capacity 
for judgment that keeps that direction visible amid the complexities of the real world.

Human-COS is not the execution system for Civilization Leap

This boundary must be maintained. The relationship must not be described as “Civilization Leap supplies 
the theory, and Human-COS implements it.”

A more accurate understanding is that Human-COS is the judgment-capability layer within the 
Civilization Leap framework.

Layer Role

Civilization Leap 
theoretical framework Provides the goals, principles, and value direction for civilization’s development

AGI-COS Addresses the safety, constraints, and operating boundaries of high-capability AI 
itself

Human-COS Strengthens humanity’s ability to see consequences, responsibilities, and risks in 
advance when confronting complex problems

Spark Meaning-centered practice at the level of individual lives and relationships

Nebula Practical exploration of the structures through which a future civilization might 
operate

Human-COS is neither the “execution system” for Civilization Leap nor a stand-alone AI-governance tool. 
It sits between direction and operation. Civilization Leap defines the direction; AGI-COS and Nebula 
provide for operation; Human-COS helps humanity keep the direction visible amid the complexities of 
the real world.

Its necessity arises from a structural fact: the critical nodes of modern civilization are tightly coupled, so 
local actions can affect the whole. The old logic of strategic competition can no longer sustain any 
party’s long-term interests, and an inability to see consequences is itself a structural risk. Its goal points 
toward something larger: moving from shared continued existence toward Civilization Leap, so that 
nations, groups, and individuals can once again have a future to look forward to.
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Their relationship in a few words

Civilization Leap answers the question: “What kind of civilization do we want to become?”

Human-COS answers the question: “As we move in that direction, how can we see earlier the risks that 
could lead us astray?”

The relationship to the five volumes

Civilization Leap examines why civilization needs to change and where a future civilization might go. 
Living Civilization examines how that change ultimately returns to people’s real lives. Human-COS 
examines how, in a complex, high-risk, highly connected age, humanity can strengthen its capacity for 
shared judgment so that important choices can be seen more fully before their outcomes occur.

Reading map

Part Question

1 Many mistakes happen despite intelligent people

2 Seeing consequences in advance

3 Seeing responsibility in advance

4 Informing the people who need to know while there is still time

5 Making responsibility impossible to evade

6 Some events need happen only once to change everyone’s future

7 Why multiple specialist platforms are needed

8 The roles of AI, people, professionals, and the public

9 Public participation is not a vote on truth

10 If Human-COS enters real-world use

11 How you can participate

12 What we ultimately hope to leave behind

See consequences in advance. See responsibility in advance. Inform the people who need to know 
while there is still time. Make it impossible to evade the responsibility one should bear.

1  Many mistakes happen despite intelligent people
An organization may have the best experts, a country the largest information systems, and a company 
the strongest models, yet still make decisions that later seem obviously wrong.
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One reason is that every local position may “make sense,” but local rationality does not automatically 
produce rationality for the whole.

Technical staff consider feasibility. Finance staff examine costs and returns. Managers focus on 
organizational goals. Safety specialists examine risks. Ordinary people look at their own lives. Each 
perspective may be valid, yet none inherently represents the whole.

In tightly coupled modern civilization, a decision in one domain can change the choices available in 
another. The other party’s response then changes the original actor’s security, interests, and behavior in 
turn. The real danger often lies not in the first step, but in the second, the third, and feedback that 
becomes increasingly difficult to stop.

Human-COS’s first task is to place these scattered local judgments within a shared causal space, bringing 
“what I do now” into view alongside “where this will ultimately lead, and whom it will take there.”

This is not an attempt to predict a single future.

Human-COS does not claim to know the future. What needs to be seen in advance is not a 
predetermined answer, but several paths that different choices may open: who will benefit, who will be 
harmed, who will change strategy, where new feedback will arise, when a point will be crossed beyond 
which turning back is difficult, and what facts could show that our original judgment was wrong.

Reliable foresight is not “I got the prediction right.” It is knowing, before acting, what we already know, 
what we still do not know, and what would overturn our present judgment.

2  Seeing consequences in advance
Many decision-making systems are best at answering: “How can we make this happen?” Human-COS 
asks a further question: “What will happen once we do?”

The inquiry cannot stop at direct results. A decision’s real consequences are often distributed across 
multiple actors, periods of time, and domains.

What to examine Questions beyond simply getting it done

Direct consequences Can it be completed? At what cost, and with what returns?

Second- and third-order 
feedback How will others react, and how will their reactions change the original situation?

Benefits and harms Who gains what, and who bears which costs?

Lived experience Does what people “receive” in institutional terms match what they actually 
experience in real life?

Irreversibility If we continue, will there still be a genuine way back?

Counterfactuals What if we do not do this, do it later, or do it differently?
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What to examine Questions beyond simply getting it done

Conditions for 
disconfirmation

What new facts would require us to acknowledge that the original judgment may 
have been wrong?

This is what it means to “let consequences become causes in advance.” Instead of waiting for 
consequences to occur before they teach the present a lesson, we allow possible future consequences 
to inform today’s choices before they happen.

3  Seeing responsibility in advance
Seeing consequences is not enough. A more common real-world problem is that everyone knows 
something may go wrong, yet no one truly knows “who must do what now.”

Unless consequences are connected to a structure of responsibility, they remain no more than an 
analytical report.

Anticipating responsibility is not about finding a scapegoat in advance. It begins by asking: who should 
receive the necessary information? Who must exercise professional judgment? Who actually has 
decision-making authority? Who is responsible for implementation? Who must monitor developments? 
What changes require the decision to be reopened? Who can stop or roll back the action? If harm 
occurs, who is responsible for repair?

Point of responsibility The question in everyday terms

Being informed Who must know? Who has a duty to actively obtain or pass on information?

Judgment Who has the professional or institutional duty to explain the risks clearly?

Decision Who actually has the authority to continue, change, pause, or refuse?

Implementation Who turns the decision into reality, and what boundaries must they uphold?

Monitoring and reopening When new facts emerge, who cannot simply pretend not to have seen them?

Stopping and rollback Who is responsible for triggering a pause, review, or reversal while the window 
remains open?

Repair If harm occurs, who is responsible for remedy, recovery, and learning?

Responsibility must be assigned accurately; more is not necessarily better. If a person had no reasonable 
way to know, no authority, and no ability to act at the time, responsibility cannot be forced onto that 
person after the outcome.

Conversely, someone with decision-making authority, control over information, or real influence cannot 
make their actual responsibility disappear by saying, “I did not give the final sign-off.”
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People must not evade the responsibility that is theirs, and responsibility that is not theirs must not 
be shifted onto them.

Responsibility is not a search for someone to bear it after the event. Before action is taken, everyone in 
a critical position should know what they know, what they do not know, what they can influence, what 
they must take responsibility for, and what changes would require them to reconsider.

4  Informing the people who need to know while there is still time
A system’s knowing does not mean people know. A person in charge knowing does not mean that those 
who will actually bear the consequences know.

If a judgment about major consequences exists only in a handful of internal documents, closed 
meetings, or model outputs, it may change nothing in the real world, however sound it is. Human-COS 
therefore asks not only “Is the judgment correct?” but also “Who must see it while there is still time?”

We cannot simply model outcomes on behalf of affected people without involving them in that process.

Affected people are not merely recipients waiting to be notified. They often know realities that external 
models cannot see: why a seemingly reasonable indicator fails to represent life; how a policy changes 
care, relationships, dignity, or opportunities to leave; and how a technical risk arises in an actual setting. 
Bringing them into the judgment process serves not only fairness, but also reduces the gap between 
models and reality.

Transparency does not mean disclosing everything to everyone.

Personal privacy, commercial secrets, cybersecurity, national security, medical information, and other 
concerns may require limits on disclosure. The real principle is not “maximum disclosure.” It is sufficient 
transparency to make responsibility possible, sufficient testability to allow challenge, and the least 
unnecessary exposure of sensitive information.

Public visibility, visibility for major stakeholders, controlled professional review, and temporary 
nondisclosure for security reasons are therefore different scopes of access. Specific engineering rules 
still need to be determined through subsequent protocols and validation.

“Enough people” does not mean a large head count. It means that no critical vantage point is missing.

5  Making responsibility impossible to evade
After major consequences occur, responsibility often gradually disappears inside complex organizations: 
“The model recommended it.” “All the experts said so.” “It was a collective decision.” “I was only 
carrying it out.” “No one could have foreseen it.” “The whole institution is responsible.” Each statement 
may contain some truth on its own. Together, however, they can turn real responsibility into “no one is 
responsible.”

Human-COS does not decide who should receive what punishment. It does something more 
fundamental: it makes it harder to rewrite, after the event, the facts, knowledge, objections, authority, 
decisions, and conditions for action that existed at the time.
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How responsibility can 
disappear What Human-COS seeks to preserve

Dilution through 
organizations and 
procedures

Who actually had the ability to decide or act, and at which point

Transfer through collective 
decisions Who proposed, who judged, and who ultimately agreed or objected

Obscuring responsibility 
through AI or model 
mediation

What the model supplied, what real-world actors adopted, and who remained 
responsible for the final decision

Retrospective rewriting What was known, what was unknown, and what objections existed at the time

“No one told me” The distinction between genuine inability to know and failure to fulfill a duty to 
actively obtain or pass on information

Changes of role or 
administration and the 
passage of time

Responsibility must not disappear from the historical record because 
organizational roles change

Making responsibility inescapable does not mean expanding accountability without limit. First and 
foremost, it means responsibility must neither be wrongly erased nor wrongly imposed on someone 
else.

This is also why Human-COS emphasizes freezing records before the outcome. Predictions must not 
smuggle knowledge gained after the outcome into the past. Responsibility must not use that later 
knowledge to rewrite the past either.

6  Some events need happen only once to change everyone’s future
Many systems rank risks by their probability of occurrence. Yet some of the problems civilization faces 
cannot wait for a second data point. A single release of a technology, a critical authorization, a strategic 
misjudgment, or a deployment that crosses an irreversible threshold could change the whole situation 
through feedback spanning multiple actors, domains, and rounds of response.

Some mistakes do not need to happen twice to prove they were mistakes.

Modern civilization makes the risk of that “one time” more real, for three reasons.

First, critical nodes are concentrated. Computing centers, communications links, satellite systems, and 
energy facilities: the more efficient modern civilization becomes, the more it depends on a small number 
of critical nodes. Failure at one node is more than damage to a facility. Effects can spread across 
domains and involve the entire network.
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Second, response windows are shrinking. When systems respond at machine speed while human 
decisions still move at the pace of organizational procedures, “waiting to establish the truth” can itself 
become a risk. By the time the facts are clear, the window may have closed.

Third, attribution is difficult. A network anomaly, a public-health event, or a technology deployment may 
be interpreted by every side as reflecting the worst possible intentions before the facts have been 
established. The harder attribution becomes, the more likely judgments are to be made on incomplete 
information. The earlier those judgments are made, the less room remains to correct mistakes.

This does not mean that every low-probability event should be packaged as a doomsday story. Human-
COS must also test whether the causal mechanism is real, whether the scale of consequences is large 
enough, whether cross-domain coupling exists, how irreversible the outcome would be, how much time 
remains for correction, whether a more reversible alternative exists, and what facts could refute the 
concern.

What deserves particular attention is whether, once an event occurs, there might never be a second 
chance to correct the mistake.

The time left to change the outcome is also the time left to fulfill responsibility.

Some responsibilities have windows of their own: failing to warn when a warning was needed, failing to 
inform people when they needed to know, failing to pause when a pause was required, or failing to 
revoke temporary authority when it should have been revoked. Even a later willingness to accept 
responsibility may no longer make it possible to fulfill it completely.

7  Why multiple specialist platforms are needed
If Human-COS ultimately becomes a single, all-encompassing central platform, it will itself create a new 
single point of failure. No platform can genuinely possess professional experience in every domain, nor 
should any platform hold a monopoly on civilizational judgment.

Distributed expertise and interoperable protocols, with local judgments able to escalate to the level of 
the whole.

A more reasonable direction is for people and AI with genuine knowledge of their respective fields to 
build specialist Human-COS implementations in public health, finance and systemic risk, AI safety, 
strategic security, urban governance, environment and resources, and other domains. They would share 
basic disciplines of validation, principles of responsibility, and requirements for falsifiability while 
retaining their own data, specialist models, and real-world responsibilities.

V1.0 emphasized the need for participation across specialties. V1.1 goes further: for problems where 
one occurrence could affect the whole, independent replication across specialties is not an optional 
improvement. It is an important condition for reducing single-point cognitive failure.

When one specialist node discovers that an apparently local issue could, through cross-domain coupling, 
affect the whole in a single occurrence, the issue should not remain confined within that field. It should 
be capable of moving into independent cross-specialty replication, rebuttal, and escalation.
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1. A specialist node first detects an anomaly or a path to major consequences.

2. It states an explicit hypothesis that the issue “could cross domains and affect the whole,” rather than 
immediately declaring a conclusion.

3. Other independent specialist platforms replicate, refute, or supplement the finding from their own 
evidence and professional vantage points.

4. Disagreements are preserved; majority voting does not replace judgments about facts.

5. Causality, responsibility, the main affected actors, and the remaining window are examined together.

6. Real-world actors with the actual authority and responsibility gain the conditions needed to respond, 
change course, pause, or continue, and to account for their reasons.

One of the most worthwhile real-world outcomes for multiple specialist platforms is to stop “the one 
occurrence that could change the whole” before it happens.

“Stop” here does not mean that a Human-COS platform gains the power to stop real-world action. 
Actually stopping, rolling back, changing, or continuing remains the prerogative of actors who have the 
authority and responsibility in law or in practice. Human-COS supplies the cognitive conditions, clarity of 
responsibility, and visibility that can make stopping possible.

For problems such as the militarization of AI, autonomous operation by unmanned weapons after losing 
their communications link, the spread of high-risk technologies, systemic financial risk, and events at 
critical thresholds of global security, Human-COS aims to create more opportunities for an event that 
could affect the whole in a single occurrence to be seen, challenged, and examined through further 
scenarios before it happens.

8  The roles of AI, people, professionals, and the public
The value of Human-COS comes not from having AI judge in place of people, but from enabling 
genuinely collaborative work across different cognitive positions.

Participant Most important role Boundary that must not be crossed

AI
Connect more facts, actors, second- and third-order 
feedback, counterfactuals, and objections; expand 
what we can see

A stronger model does not acquire real-
world sovereign authority

Professionals
Bring real domain knowledge, on-the-ground 
constraints, professional disagreements, and hidden 
assumptions into scenario analysis

Professional standing adds evidential 
weight; it does not confer authority over 
truth

Affected people Contribute the lives, relationships, experiences, and 
real costs that external models cannot see

Individual experience does not replace 
the full body of facts

Responsible 
real-world 
actors

Make actual decisions, act, stop, monitor, and account 
for their reasons on the basis of sufficient information

Final responsibility cannot be 
transferred to a model or “the system”
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Participant Most important role Boundary that must not be crossed

The public
Keep major facts, consequences, objections, and 
responsibilities visible; encourage independent 
replication and real-world responses

Attention and majority support cannot 
determine the weight of truth

A stronger AI should mean more than “it can do more.” It should also be able to notice more overlooked 
actors, trace longer causal chains, preserve disagreements, tell humanity where it is uncertain, and 
recognize when it should not continue.

From “AI helps me do more” toward “AI helps us see more.”

From the individual to civilization through different Human-COS entry points

The same capacity to “see in advance” has different applications at different scales.

The Spark entry point

Addresses: choices with major consequences in an individual life.

Focuses on: relationships, long-term effects, meaning, responsibility, and irreversible choices.

The Nebula entry point

Addresses: public projects, organizational tasks, and civilization-level problems.

Focuses on: multiple actors, multiple specialties, responsibility maps, systemic feedback, and effects on 
the whole.

These are not two separate systems. They are applications of the same capacity to see in advance at 
different scales.

9  Public participation is not a vote on truth
Why does Human-COS need the public? Not because a larger number of people must be right. Facts do 
not change with more likes, and complex specialist problems cannot be solved by voting on emotion.

The public’s crucial role is to help prevent major consequences, responsibilities, and objections already 
supported by professional judgment and independent replication from disappearing again inside a few 
internal nodes. It also gives people who are actually affected an opportunity to bring reality back into 
the judgment process.

Professional judgment makes a problem visible. Public involvement makes it harder for a problem 
already seen to disappear.

 Attention is not truth.
 A majority is not a fact.
 Anger cannot replace causality.
 Oversight of responsibility must not become doxxing and trial by online mob.
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The public’s civilizational role is to keep important facts, major risks, critical objections, and relationships 
of responsibility from sinking out of sight again because attention moves elsewhere, organizations fall 
back into habit, or time passes.

Public oversight should not begin by asking “Who should we find guilty first?” It should ask more basic 
questions. What is already known? What remains unknown? Who actually has authority to decide? Who 
bears which responsibilities? What important objections already exist? Have the principal affected 
people been included in the judgment process? What conditions would require the decision to be 
reopened?

10  If Human-COS enters real-world use
Human-COS should not become a vast approval machine through which every matter must pass. Most 
everyday problems do not require full civilization-level scenario analysis. It is most needed for issues 
with greater consequences, more complex feedback, higher irreversibility, responsibility that is easier to 
dilute, or the possibility of affecting the whole in a single occurrence.

For individuals it can deepen consideration of consequential choices

In individual life, Human-COS is closer to enhanced judgment than to control. A system can point out 
that a matter affects more than you alone, and draw attention to relationships, commitments, long-term 
consequences, and capacities for repair. The final decision, however, remains with the person concerned 
and those with lawful authority.

For public matters it brings responsibility into view from the start

For public projects, organizational tasks, or policies with major consequences, the more important 
function of Human-COS is not to produce a risk score. It is to bring causal maps and responsibility maps 
into view together, include major stakeholders, make critical objections visible, and ensure that 
responsible real-world actors know before acting why they are proceeding and under what conditions 
the decision must be reopened.

For civilization-level problems it seeks to improve the chances of a final opportunity for 
correction

For matters that could change the whole in a single occurrence, the value of Human-COS is not a 
promise that “we can definitely prevent catastrophe.” It is to create an opportunity that is too often 
absent: before the point of irreversibility, bringing more genuinely expert vantage points together, 
making responsibility visible, and leaving people who can change reality enough time to act.

11  How you can participate
If Human-COS remains only a set of writings by one research group, it will not become a capability of 
civilization. A future of genuine value is one in which different professions, institutions, models, and 
members of the public can independently test, implement, criticize, or even prove it wrong.
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If you are Where you can begin

A specialist in a field
Take a problem you genuinely know. Check whether Human-COS overlooks real 
constraints, key actors, responsibilities, or disconfirming evidence. Establish a 
professional baseline.

A technologist or AI 
engineer

Independently implement the public protocols; test reconstructability, audit trails, 
and multi-model collaboration. Do not treat “more features” as “better 
judgment.”

A university, research 
institution, or think tank

Begin with independent replication, red-teaming, historical validation free of 
hindsight contamination, and specialist platform prototypes, rather than first 
“joining an organization.”

A company or public 
institution

Begin with low-risk shadow operation, responsibility maps, and comparison 
judgments. Real-world use must specify jurisdiction, authority, responsibilities, 
and exit conditions.

A directly affected person
Contribute realities missed by professional scenario analysis. Identify who has 
been overlooked, what the real costs are, and which indicators fail to represent 
your life.

A member of the public
Understand, question, and demand a testable process. Encourage independent 
professional replication. Keep major consequences and responsibilities visible 
rather than joining an online trial.

Human-COS should ultimately have more than one implementation. This capability begins to belong to 
civilization only when more and more people in different fields can build their own specialist Human-
COS implementations.

Participation at present should continue to center on validation, replication, professional criticism, and 
low-risk engineering work. Automated intervention in high-consequence real-world situations, 
centralized approval authority, and centralized adjudication of responsibility are not capabilities that 
have been demonstrated or authorized at this stage.

12  What we ultimately hope to leave behind
Human-COS should not exist merely to perpetuate itself. Building this capability during the startup 
phase may require specialist platforms, open-source protocols, validation systems, and public entry 
points. But if people, institutions, and high-capability AI widely learn to examine consequences and 
responsibilities before acting, preserve objections, bring affected people into the judgment process, and 
reopen choices before they become irreversible, Human-COS will have no need to remain at center 
stage forever.

What is truly worth leaving behind is not a center of power, but a habit of civilization:
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Before capabilities grow ever greater, make the consequences visible.

Before action actually occurs, make responsibility visible.

Before one local decision can change the whole in a single occurrence, enable people at different 
professional vantage points to see and question it together, and allow those with the actual authority 
and responsibility to change the action while there is still time.

What Human-COS ultimately hopes to leave behind is not a system everyone must depend on, but a 
habit of judgment shared by more and more people.

This is no guarantee that humanity will never make mistakes. No system can provide one.

It is simply an attempt to make one once-common regret a little less common: only after events can no 
longer be changed does everyone finally understand what could have been done at the time.

Seeing earlier what would otherwise be seen only later.

Current status and further reading
Human-COS remains under continuing development in theory, validation, professional collaboration, 
and engineering foundations. The current formal cross-stage theoretical baseline is V1.2; the current 
specialist startup-phase edition is V1.1. Sprint S1 has been merged into the private Runtime engineering 
mainline. S0/S1 Public Core has established a publicly reproducible engineering baseline, providing the 
frozen protocol and Schema, Case/Evidence, T0/time boundaries, Actor/Role visibility ACLs, append-only 
revisions, Context/source binding, and corresponding tests.

The current public engineering baseline neither includes nor authorizes capabilities from S2 onward, full 
state-machine orchestration, Responsibility Map automation, an automatic No Silent Crossing Guard, 
cross-platform federation, or any automated real-world execution capability. Publication of this public 
introduction does not mean that Human-COS has become a stable public service, still less that it has 
powers to stop real-world action, grant approvals, or impose penalties.

For further reading, choose the question you genuinely want to pursue:

1. Why is this capacity for judgment before outcomes needed today? Read the public thought edition of 
Human Civilization’s Choices in the AGI Era, and The Only Path. The former begins with AI entering 
work, agents, control, military affairs, and bloc formation. The latter begins with national security, 
autonomy after loss of communications, pressure to act first, and shared continued existence.

2. Where does Human-COS sit within Civilization Leap as a whole? Read the five volumes of Civilization 
Leap and the Living Civilization trilogy. The five volumes provide civilization’s goals and structure; the 
trilogy brings those goals back to people’s real lives.

3. Why does Human-COS exist, how does it form judgments, and which boundaries endure across 
stages? Read Human-COS: Theoretical Foundations, Operating Principles, and Overall Framework, 
formal cross-stage baseline V1.2.
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4. What specifically needs to be done during the startup phase, which high-consequence problems 
should be prioritized, and how should validation and exit work? Read Human-COS in the Startup 
Phase: Applications, Validation, and Open Collaboration, V1.1.

5. How can members of the public, affected people, professionals, research institutions, and technical 
teams participate without creating a new central monopoly? Read Human-COS Public Release, 
Professional Participation, and Pathways to Independent Multi-Platform Implementation, V1.1-R1.

6. How far has the engineering actually progressed? Consult the Release Status, Provenance, Frozen 
Contract, and Acceptance Tests for Human-COS S0/S1 Public Core, together with the Runtime 
engineering records. The public engineering materials support replication and review; they confer 
neither professional judgment authority nor real-world decision-making authority.

All public texts and subsequent stable entry points are to be confirmed through the Civilization Leap 
website’s library.

Supplementary English reading index

Version notes
This text is the Human-COS public introduction V1.2.

Core revisions in V1.1

1. Added “From wishing we had known to seeing earlier,” establishing the historical transition from 
humanity’s longstanding structural difficulty of seeing only afterward to the possibility of anticipatory 
judgment in the AGI era. This avoids reducing past mistakes to “insufficient judgment,” and instead 
presents the genuine limitations imposed by the boundaries of civilization’s cognitive capacity.

2. Added “Human-COS and Civilization Leap,” clarifying Human-COS’s place within the Civilization Leap 
framework: an important capability foundation for Civilization Leap to enter the layer of real-world 
judgment, rather than a stand-alone technical tool.

3. Strengthened the public explanation of “seeing responsibility in advance,” making clear that 
responsibility is not a retrospective search for someone to bear it. It means ensuring, before action, 
that everyone in a critical position understands the boundaries of their knowledge, influence, and 
responsibility.

4. Made the section on multiple specialist platforms more specific about problems that could “affect the 
whole in one occurrence,” including the militarization of AI, autonomous operation by unmanned 
weapons after loss of communications, the spread of high-risk technologies, systemic financial risk, 
and events at critical thresholds of global security.

5. Added “From the individual to civilization through different Human-COS entry points,” explaining 
Spark and Nebula as applications of the same capability at different scales.

6. Adjusted the further-reading paths to connect the public introduction to the complete theoretical 
framework.

https://www.civitas.top/en/library/
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7. Made no structural changes to the twelve main parts. The structure validated in V1.0 has been 
retained in full.

Core revisions in V1.2 with reference to three documents

1. Added a transition after “Before the outcome occurs,” explaining that local mistakes were often 
limited in reach in the past, whereas today’s critical nodes are tightly coupled. This introduces an 
understanding of how “one strike can affect the entire network” as a cognitive premise for 
understanding the need for Human-COS.

2. Added plain-language explanations of “critical-node vulnerability” and “the attribution dilemma” to 
“From wishing we had known to seeing earlier,” explaining why seeing only afterward carries greater 
costs today.

3. Clarified in “Human-COS and Civilization Leap” that Human-COS is the judgment-capability layer 
within the Civilization Leap framework, neither an execution system nor a stand-alone tool.

4. Introduced concrete examples of “concentrated critical nodes, shrinking response windows, and 
difficult attribution” in “Some events need happen only once to change everyone’s future,” 
explaining why a single occurrence is more likely to affect the whole today.

5. Adjusted the further-reading path to list the public integrated edition of From a Single Strike to Living 
Civilization as the first continuation, so the reading order reflects the three documents’ progression 
in understanding: introduction, judgment, integration.

The meaning of the V1.2 main text continues to be carried forward from the existing public-introduction 
edition. R2 does not rewrite its twelve main parts. The current theoretical reference has been updated 
to the formal cross-stage baseline V1.2. Startup-phase applications remain governed by the specialist 
startup-phase edition V1.1, and engineering status is determined by S0/S1 Public Core and the Runtime 
engineering records. This text serves as an entry point for public understanding, real-world participation, 
and openness to multiple specialist platforms. It does not provide theoretical proof, engineering 
specifications, or real-world authorization.

V1.2-R2 library synchronization updates only the current theoretical and engineering status, tailored 
further reading, and version governance. It leaves unchanged the public-facing line of argument: seeing 
consequences in advance; seeing responsibility in advance; visibility for relevant actors; responsibility 
that cannot be evaded; independent replication across specialties; and final decisions by real-world 
actors. The end of this text no longer fixes a single exclusive next item. Subsequent work is managed 
collectively through the Civilization Leap library governance matrix.

Every use of “stopping” in this text means improving the chances that real-world actors with the 
authority and responsibility will change course, pause, or choose a more reversible path before the point 
of irreversibility, through fuller understanding, clearer responsibility, and the conditions needed for 
visibility. Human-COS itself does not thereby acquire real-world sovereign authority, an automatic 
power to stop action, or the power to impose penalties.
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Tailored further reading
This is not a generic “related reading” list. It follows the next question arising from this text.

You now understand why Human-COS seeks to make consequences and responsibility visible earlier. 
Continue through the real-world context, the startup-phase entry point, and the machine-side safety 
track.

Toward the real-world context

Human Civilization’s Choices in the AGI Era — What Are We Teaching Future Intelligence?

Understand why judgment before outcomes is needed today.

English webpage

Toward the startup phase

Human-COS in the Startup Phase — Judgment and Responsibility Windows Before Irreversibility

A one-page guide to when to engage during the startup phase, what to examine, and who decides.

English webpage

Toward the machine side

The AGI-COS Controlled-Version Family — A One-Page Guide to Its Stages

Read alongside the machine-side safety and authority version track.

English webpage

An entry point for challenges, counterexamples, and revisions

New facts, counterexamples, failed tests, new capabilities, new attacks, or changes in stage conditions 
should trigger renewed review within the corresponding document family. Further reading must not be 
used to preserve existing conclusions.

Supplementary English reading index

Civilization Leap: Public Reading and Communication Entry

Main text unchanged | Only a library navigation page added | Civilization Leap Research Group | civitas.top

English links lead to corresponding webpages. Some destinations are public introductions or version-family overviews rather than 
complete English books. Unlinked source references do not establish the availability of a full English text.

https://www.civitas.top/en/documents/p01-entry-006/
https://www.civitas.top/en/library/
https://www.civitas.top/en/documents/p05-agicos-011/
https://www.civitas.top/en/documents/p05-humancos-005/
https://www.civitas.top/en/documents/p03-agichoice-002/
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