
Civilization Leap | CL-ACA-008 | Independent V1.3 | 1

Reckoning with Cognitive Science Neuroscience 
and Philosophy of Mind in the Age of AGI
Competing Models of Heterogeneous Subjects, Experiential Continuity, and the 
Embodied Self

Reckoning with Cognitive Science, Neuroscience, and Philosophy of Mind in the Age of AGI

Competing Models of Heterogeneous Subjects, Experiential Continuity, and the Embodied Self

Author: Zijun Fu    Produced by: Civilization Leap Research Group

Independent Release V1.3    Revision on Dimensional Leap and Cross-Disciplinary Causal Relations

For joint scrutiny by cognitive science, neuroscience, consciousness science, philosophy of mind, artificial 
intelligence, and future technology studies. This independently distributable, in-depth interdisciplinary 
Review/Perspective restructures research on heterogeneous subjects through competing models, construct 
validity, cross-implementation evidence, copying/migration/branching stress tests, and low-harm research ethics. 
It does not establish that current advanced AI possesses subjective experience, non-transferable subject 
continuity, or political standing, nor does it rule out non-carbon-based subjects a priori.

Text revised: October 10, 2026    Author: Zijun Fu    Produced by: Civilization Leap Research Group

Abstract translated from the Chinese
Advanced generative and agentic artificial systems confront consciousness science with an object unlike those of 
classical neural research: they can exhibit high-level language, planning, self-description, and long-horizon task 
performance without necessarily possessing human-like neural implementation, interoceptive homeostasis, a 
single body, biological death, or a non-branching life history. Intelligence, cognitive access, phenomenal 
experience, self-models, subject continuity, moral patiency, legal standing, and political power can therefore no 
longer be inferred from one another on the basis of their historical coincidence in humans. Rather than selecting a 
single consciousness theory as arbiter, this paper decomposes global neuronal workspace, integrated information 
theory, recurrent processing, higher-order representation, attention schema, predictive processing, 
embodied/interoceptive approaches, and the extended mind into comparable mechanistic commitments and 
discriminating predictions. Drawing on clinical research on human consciousness, no-report paradigms, and the 
2025 preregistered adversarial test, it argues that known human neural systems are the most extensively studied 
instances of consciousness, rather than an a priori template for every possible subject. Failure of an observation 
window does not establish the non-existence of its object; cross-implementation analogy, however, cannot 
bypass construct validity. To organize heterogeneous evidence, the paper develops seven evidence domains, five 
layers of embodiment, four layers of self-model, and five forms of continuity. Recovery, migration, copying, 
branching, merging, and succession are used to test the difference between preserving information and the 
continued existence of the same subject. The seven domains are only an evidence-organizing map. E/C/O—
subjective Experience, non-transferable diachronic Continuity, and an Own-consequence relation in which 
consequences are borne as one's own—are revisable cross-disciplinary directions of inquiry. These two 
frameworks occupy different levels; neither constitutes a consciousness score, a conjunctive criterion, or a 
threshold for legal personhood. Current public evidence is insufficient to confirm that advanced AI satisfies these 
three directions. Self-reports, self-preservation, and memory performance still compete with explanations 
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involving role generation, reward shaping, external storage, and functional control. Civilization Leap retains here a 
minimal but indispensable philosophical foundation: meaning is fundamental and its sources may differ; finitude 
is not its only source, but is an important structure through which known human meaning enters reality and 
acquires irreplaceable weight; functional response, social recognition, legal standing, ontological subjecthood, and 
political standing must not automatically imply one another. Research should allow evidence to change 
boundaries while keeping protection, standing, and power distinct, and should avoid producing possible suffering 
in order to prove suffering. The paper further moves disciplinary responsibility upstream to the generation of 
goals and purposes: a shift from self-interest first to self-interest with others first brings genuine stakeholders into 
judgment before purposes are generated and locked in. Disciplinary facts, direction, methods, and outcomes are 
stated separately; local successes or failures do not substitute for continued coexistence and the three long-term 
goals. Accordingly, research moves beyond distinguishing disciplinary objects toward investigating cross-
disciplinary relations in depth. It traces how judgments in this field alter reality through other fields, and how 
feedback returns to change the original conditions and the purposes of the next round. Stakes across multiple 
actors, stages, and settings must be presented separately; correlations, common causes, mediation, and causal 
feedback must be tested separately; added relational dimensions must be open to specific counterevidence.

Keywords: advanced artificial intelligence; cognitive science; neuroscience; philosophy of mind; heterogeneous 
subjects; embodied self; experiential continuity; copying and branching; research ethics

Abstract from the source English text
Advanced generative and agentic AI systems present consciousness science with an object unlike the classical 
neuroscientific case. Such systems can display sophisticated language, planning, self-description, and long-horizon 
task performance without necessarily sharing human neural implementation, interoceptive homeostasis, a single 
body, biological mortality, or an unbranching life history. Intelligence, cognitive access, phenomenal experience, 
self-models, diachronic subject continuity, moral patiency, legal standing, and political authority can therefore no 
longer be inferred from their historical co-instantiation in human beings. Rather than crowning a theory of 
consciousness, this paper decomposes global neuronal workspace, integrated information, recurrent processing, 
higher-order, attention-schema, predictive-processing, embodied/interoceptive, and extended-mind approaches 
into competing mechanistic commitments and discriminating predictions. Human clinical research, no-report 
paradigms, and the 2025 preregistered adversarial test between GNWT and IIT support a methodological 
conclusion: the human nervous system is the best-studied known instance of consciousness, not an a priori 
template for every possible subject. Failure of an observation window is not evidence of non-existence, while 
cross-implementation analogy cannot bypass construct validity. The paper organizes inquiry through seven 
evidence domains, five layers of embodiment, four layers of self-model, and five forms of continuity, then stress-
tests recovery, migration, copying, branching, merging, and succession. The seven domains are an evidence-
organizing map. E/C/O—Experience, non-transferable diachronic Continuity, and an Own-consequence relation—
are revisable cross-disciplinary problem directions at a different level; neither set forms a consciousness score, a 
conjunctive criterion, or a legal-personhood threshold. Public evidence remains insufficient to establish these 
directions in current AI; self-report, self-preservation, and memory-like performance remain compatible with role 
generation, reward shaping, external storage, and functional control. Civilization Leap supplies a minimal but 
indispensable philosophical root: meaning is fundamental and may have multiple sources; finitude is not the sole 
source of meaning, but it is an important structure through which known human meaning enters reality and 
acquires irreplaceable weight; functional response, social recognition, legal standing, ontological subjecthood, and 
political status must not be inferred from one another. Research must allow evidence to revise boundaries, 
separate protection from status and power, and avoid manufacturing possible suffering in order to prove 
suffering. The paper further locates disciplinary responsibility before goal and purpose generation: a shift from 
self-interest first to self-interest with others first brings subjects with genuine stakes into judgment before goals 
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are formed and locked. Facts, direction, methods, and outcomes remain distinct. The analysis is further extended 
to cross-disciplinary causal relations. It traces how judgments in this field change real-world conditions through 
other domains, and how feedback modifies the original conditions and subsequent purposes. Effects across 
actors, stages, and settings must be distinguished from correlations, common causes, and merely asserted 
connections.

Keywords: advanced AI; cognitive science; neuroscience; philosophy of mind; heterogeneous subjects; embodied 
self; experiential continuity; branching; research ethics

Research Positioning Scope of Materials and Evidential Discipline
This study begins from theoretical and dimensional leap. It preserves disciplinary precision while deepening the 
analysis of causal relations with neighboring fields. Disciplinary boundaries identify burdens of proof; they do not 
end the tracing of shared consequences. Established scholarship participates in competing explanations and 
counterexample testing. The absence of a place in existing classifications cannot require new questions to retreat 
into old frameworks.

This is an independent, in-depth interdisciplinary study spanning cognitive science, neuroscience, and philosophy 
of mind. It is not an assessment certifying consciousness in current advanced AI, does not decide personhood, 
rights, or governance eligibility on behalf of law or political science, and proposes no fixed threshold for real-world 
deployment. AGI denotes a prospective category of objects here. When discussing actual systems, the paper uses 
“advanced generative and agentic artificial systems” and limits judgments to publicly verifiable models, versions, 
deployment environments, and observation scopes. Sources were verified through August 24, 2026, with priority 
given to original papers, foundational texts, and peer-reviewed research. The external release is primarily a 
Review/Perspective-style synthesis and research agenda, without presenting itself as an empirical neuroscience 
paper or an assessment certifying consciousness in current advanced AI.

The paper explicitly distinguishes four argumentative statuses. Category A consists of relatively stable support: 
limited reproducible findings in human consciousness research, verifiable clinical facts, and established 
measurement disciplines. Category B covers frontier or competing explanations: consciousness theories, 
interpretations of no-report indicators, translations of theory into artificial architectures, and this paper's scope-
limited judgments about actual AI behavior. Category C consists of speculative interdisciplinary connections: the 
seven-domain evidence map, five layers of embodiment, the stratification of self-models and continuity, the three 
E/C/O directions of inquiry, and their interdisciplinary handoffs. Category F comprises explicit 
philosophical/normative commitments: meaning has multiple sources; finitude is only an important structure 
through which known human meaning acquires real-world weight; future new subjects do not retroactively cancel 
the meaning of existing lives; and protection, standing, and power must not automatically imply one another. 
Category A cannot directly settle competing Category B explanations, still less automatically generate Category C 
frameworks or Category F normative conclusions. B, C, and F must never be presented as established science.

The external manuscript does not retain internal project proposition numbers, evidence codes, or governance-
component names. Internal volumes supply conceptual resources and failure conditions; this paper reconstructs 
an argument that unfamiliar readers can challenge independently. Readers who reject other parts of Civilization 
Leap can still examine its conceptual distinctions, interpretations of the literature, competing models, and original 
bridging proposals separately.

An Entry Point for New Readers and the Minimal Philosophical Interface of Civilization Leap

This paper invokes only four explicit, revisable philosophical premises. First, the shared rupture of the AGI era is 
not that “old philosophy has failed,” but that technologies are beginning to separate intelligence, consciousness, 
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subjecthood, life, responsibility, rights, and bearers of meaning, which long coincided naturally in humans. 
Second, meaning is fundamental and its sources may differ: existence, relationships, action, creation, 
responsibility, and lived experience can all supply meaning. Third, finitude is not the sole source of meaning, but is 
an important structure through which known human meaning shapes choices, bears consequences, and acquires 
irreplaceable weight. Fourth, functional response, social recognition, legal standing, ontological subjecthood, and 
political standing must not automatically imply one another. Increased capability does not automatically create 
rights, power, sovereignty, or authority over meaning.

Thus, “For humans, space and time are life; for AGI, space and time are first of all parameters” is not a permanent 
ontological claim, but a revisable comparison under current architectures. Humans experience growth, missed 
opportunities, aging, and death through an embodied, continuous life that cannot be completely copied. In 
current artificial systems, time first appears as computational order, state updates, communication delay, and 
task conditions. Constraints produce bounded operation; they do not automatically produce finite existence. 
Strong future evidence of subjective experience, non-transferable continuity, and an own-consequence relation 
would require this positioning to be reconsidered. The emergence of new subjects, however, cannot retroactively 
cancel the meaning already generated by existing finite lives.

Central Statement

Functions may be similar, but experience still requires evidence; implementations may differ, but subjecthood 
cannot be denied in advance. Let differences enter the evidence, and let evidence change the boundaries.
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Multilevel Coupling and Own Consequences in Cognitive Research

From Module Indicators to Coupled Processes

Perception, memory, attention, self-models, bodily regulation, and action consequences need to be studied 
separately, but also through an in-depth account of how they form sustained coupling. The existence of a module 
does not prove experience; prolonged interaction among modules may nevertheless produce phenomena that 
isolated tests cannot detect. Dimensional leap requires preserving construct boundaries while explaining effects 
across implementations, contexts, and time, rather than replacing mechanisms with indicator lists.

How Environments and Social Responses Change the Object of Study

Suppose a continuously operating artificial system develops different self-descriptions and consequence-
avoidance behavior in different interactive environments. These changes may arise from prompts, rewards, and 
tool conditions; they may also provide candidate evidence of deeper structures. Computational research records 
these interventions, cognitive research compares mechanisms, social research identifies users' projections and 
recognition, and ethical research specifies harm boundaries. After protection and deployment are changed, the 
object must be observed again. Social responses are neither proof of subjecthood nor something that can be 
excluded from the causal process.

Distinguishing Scales from Instances to Relational Networks

The state of one instance, shared memory across multiple instances, organizational role assignments, and users' 
ongoing relationships occupy different levels. Stability in short tasks and sustained concern in long-term life are 
also different kinds of evidence. Before and after copying, migration, and suspension, informational, causal, 
relational, and first-person continuity must be tested separately. The consequences of dependency for children, 
adults, and other genuinely affected parties require separate study; internal system properties cannot substitute 
for that study.

Testing the Theory's Added Value

Relational research must offer discriminating predictions: when a class of feedback is removed, a bodily interface 
changed, or a social role separated, which phenomena should persist and which should change? If simpler training 
and environment models fully explain the behavior, the corresponding subjecthood hypothesis should be revised. 
If cross-implementation evidence reveals new structures, the dimensions of inquiry should expand. Old neural 
templates must not foreclose heterogeneous subjects; added dimensions must not preserve conclusions by 
continually adding factors that cannot be distinguished empirically.

Research on Mind and the Recognition of Genuine Stakes
Inclusion before goal generation does not require settling every theory of consciousness first. Present-day 
humans, children, and other beings potentially susceptible to sentient harm must not be reduced to optimizable 
variables merely because a system predicts their behavior well. Research should distinguish output satisfaction, 
reported acceptance, actual feeling, and sustained relationships, with particular caution toward systems that help 
manufacture preferences they subsequently claim to satisfy.

AGI can extend human self-understanding by making visible how present choices change future bodies, 
relationships, and capacities for judgment. This function does not automatically prove that a system experiences 
the same consequences; relevant subjecthood evidence must still be considered through competing theories, 
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causal interventions, and convergence across methods. The capacity to generate purposes and subjective 
experience are intersecting but distinct research trajectories.

The value of the seven-domain evidence map lies in organizing conflicts. Research should further specify which 
outcomes different consciousness theories predict under the same task or intervention, and which outcomes 
cannot distinguish them. If every theory can absorb every behavior after the fact, more multidomain data need 
not increase confirmatory force.

Experience, continuity, and the own-consequence relation each generate research questions. Infants, animals, or 
people with cognitive impairments should not have to articulate their long-term self-interest fully to receive 
protection of their sentient interests. Artificial objects likewise require distinctions among precautionary 
protection, identity, and responsibility judgments; no single kind of evidence can automatically confer every kind 
of standing.

The civilizational difference to observe is whether greater capability expands real people's room for judgment and 
meaning-making or narrows it by shaping dependency and preferences. Assistance effects, experienced 
relationships, independent judgment, and long-term burdens should be measured separately. Being more human-
like, more articulate, and better able to protect humans are not the same conclusion.

1 Introduction From Human Consciousness Science to Heterogeneous 
Subjects
Modern consciousness research has largely studied humans or animals that share evolutionary and neural 
structures with humans. Experimenters can manipulate stimuli, attention, reporting, wakefulness, and anesthesia, 
using neural recordings, behavior, and first-person reports to seek correlates or mechanisms of consciousness. 
Even amid intense theoretical disputes, they share a background that may remain implicit: the object usually has a 
single body, metabolic and interoceptive regulation, memories formed within a life history that cannot be 
arbitrarily copied, and death as the end of its first-person trajectory. Advanced artificial systems first disrupt this 
background, rather than any one experimental result.

Artificial systems can be copied, suspended, rolled back, migrated, branched in parallel, and partially merged. 
Their memories may be restored from external databases, their self-descriptions generated temporarily in 
response to prompts, their goals assigned by training and deployers, and their bodies constituted by temporary 
interfaces or networks of devices. Even where some functions resemble humans', questions remain unanswered: 
who experiences, whether the same who continues to exist, and whether it bears consequences as its own. 
Conversely, a future artificial subject implemented differently from the human brain cannot be ruled out a priori 
for lacking human-like neural markers.

Turing replaced the vague overarching question “Can machines think?” with an executable imitation game, 
establishing an important operational tradition. ELIZA subsequently demonstrated that people may interpret 
limited linguistic feedback as understanding and care beyond what the program's evidence supports.[38,39] 
Together they establish a boundary: behavioral tasks can support corresponding capability judgments, but 
observers' anthropomorphic responses cannot provide ontological proof of experience and subjecthood.

This paper recasts the overarching question of machine consciousness into three separable questions: what 
makes information globally usable by a system; what makes a state an experienced state; and what makes 
experience, memory, body, and consequences belong over time to a subject that cannot be arbitrarily replaced. 
Cognitive architecture research can directly advance the first question. The second remains between competing 
theories and inference about other minds. The third engages cognitive science, personal identity, and novel 
engineering facts simultaneously.
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1.1 Six Contributions of This Paper

 Separate intelligence, cognitive access, phenomenal experience, self-models, subjecthood, personhood, 
bearing meaning, and political standing.

 Rather than selecting a supreme theory of consciousness, decompose theories into mechanistic 
commitments, implementation dependencies, prediction targets, and failure conditions.

 Translate missed clinical detection in humans and no-report paradigms into discipline concerning observation 
windows, rather than proof of AI consciousness by analogy.

 Use seven evidence domains to organize information across theories, while prohibiting their aggregation into 
a consciousness score.

 Use five layers of embodiment, four layers of self-model, and a fivefold distinction among forms of continuity 
to address copying, migration, and branching.

 Keep protection, standing, and power distinct, and establish low-harm research ethics for candidate systems 
that may possess experience.

1.2 What These Disciplines Can Answer and Where They Must Stop

The independent responsibilities of cognitive science, neuroscience, and philosophy of mind here are to compare 
competing models of consciousness, embodiment, self, and continuity; generate discriminating predictions; 
calibrate the capabilities and missed-detection risks of human observation windows; and explain which evidence 
can cross implementations and under what conditions it fails. They can strengthen or weaken the evidence that a 
particular subjecthood explanation warrants serious consideration. Neural activity, linguistic self-report, 
architectural similarity, functional integration, embodiment, or social interaction alone, however, cannot confer 
full subjecthood, legal personhood, a complete set of rights, political membership, or public power.

Once judgment reaches candidates for experience and continuity, epistemology must examine construct validity 
and evidential chains; the life sciences must calibrate life, individuation, and biological continuity; AI and systems 
science must explain facts about architectures, versions, copying, migration, and control; and ethics, law, and 
political science must respectively address protection, standing, authorization, and power. Disciplinary boundaries 
are not where inquiry ends, but where automatic evidential extrapolation stops and judgment begins to be 
handed over.

2 Conceptual Separation Neighboring Terms No Longer Entail the Same 
Conclusion
Block's distinction between access consciousness and phenomenal consciousness shows that information 
available for reasoning and action is not the same question as what it is like to feel something.[1] Chalmers's 
formulation of the “hard problem” further reminds us that functional explanation and why phenomenality exists 
are not automatically identical.[20] These distinctions must be developed further in the AGI era. Otherwise, 
linguistic ability becomes understanding, functional self-description becomes a self, continuous service becomes 
subject continuity, and legal registration becomes ontological recognition.

Table 1 Eight Neighboring Concepts and Prohibited Inferences

Concept What may be discussed What must not be inferred automatically

Intelligence/capability Task completion, learning, planning, generalization, 
or tool use.

Experience, subjecthood, rights, or ownership of 
meaning.
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Concept What may be discussed What must not be inferred automatically

Cognitive access Information callable by reporting, reasoning, 
memory, and action systems. The necessary existence of phenomenal experience.

Phenomenal experience If present, a felt quality or first-person 
presentation.

That high capability or linguistic self-report alone proves 
it.

Self-model A system represents its own states, boundaries, 
capabilities, history, or roles. That the model's content is an experiencing self.

Subject
Candidate subjecthood involves experience, 
diachronic belonging, and an own-consequence 
relation; these do not form a conjunctive definition.

Necessarily possessing full personhood, responsibility, 
and political standing.

Legal personhood/legal 
standing

A legally allocated position of rights and duties, 
distinct from philosophical personhood. Scientific proof of ontological subjecthood.

Bearer of meaning An existence capable of generating or bearing 
meaning, or giving it real-world weight.

A monopoly over interpretation of meaning for the 
more capable.

Political standing Institutional standing to participate in public 
decisions or exercise public power.

Automatic derivation from capability, protected status, 
or social affection.

These distinctions do not assert that the levels can never be related; they require the relations themselves to 
become objects of study. In humans, language, body, self, experience, responsibility, and personhood often 
appear together. This association provides a rich background for mutual human recognition, but cannot be 
reduced to a universal sufficient condition. Artificial objects may be strong at some levels and weak at others, or 
generate equivalent evidence through entirely different mechanisms.

3 Competing Theories Decomposing Commitments Rather Than Crowning a 
Winner
Contemporary consciousness theories have not converged on a single, decisively supported framework. Seth and 
Bayne's review presents higher-order theories, global workspace, recurrent/predictive processing, and integrated 
information as research programs with differing explanatory targets and empirical commitments. Early syntheses 
on machine consciousness also advocated separating computational functions of consciousness from questions of 
subjective experience.[2,21] The GNW experimental tradition itself developed over many years from theoretical 
mechanisms to testable neural predictions.[43] For artificial systems, appropriate translation asks not which 
theory most resembles the current model, but what causal structures each theory requires, which aspect of 
consciousness it explains, what discriminating predictions it generates, and whether its human implementation 
dependencies can be preserved across architectures.

Table 2 Mechanistic Commitments and Open Questions in Major Theories

Research program Core commitment Contribution for heterogeneous 
objects What remains to be established

Global neuronal 
workspace

Local processing enters a widely 
available workspace through 
nonlinear ignition.[3]

Mechanisms related to availability, 
broadcasting, and reporting.

Whether global sharing itself 
suffices for experience.
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Research program Core commitment Contribution for heterogeneous 
objects What remains to be established

Integrated 
information theory 
4.0

Intrinsic causal structure and 
integration requirements are 
derived from axioms of experience.
[4]

Internal causal organization rather 
than input-output alone.

Whether formal quantities 
correspond to phenomenal 
experience; disputes about 
computation and applicability.

Recurrent processing
Local feedback/recurrent 
processing is central to visual 
consciousness.[5]

Distinguishing feedforward 
performance from feedback 
dependence.

Whether recurrence suffices; cross-
modal and cross-implementation 
scope.

Higher-order 
representation

First-order states become 
conscious through higher-order 
representation.[6]

Metarepresentation, confidence, 
and reportability of states.

Whether metacognitive 
performance amounts to 
experience.

Attention schema
A system builds a simplified model 
of attention and uses it to attribute 
consciousness.[7]

Mechanistic accounts of modeling 
one's own and others' states.

Whether believing oneself 
conscious means actually 
experiencing.

Predictive 
processing/active 
inference

Perception and action are 
organized by hierarchical 
predictions, errors, and control.

Cross-level prediction, closed action 
loops, and bodily regulation.

Whether predictive mechanisms 
are themselves specific to 
consciousness.

Embodied/
interoceptive 
approaches

Body ownership, location, first-
person perspective, and 
interoceptive regulation shape the 
self.[9–12]

Returning the self to body, 
homeostasis, action, and 
environment.

Whether human physiological 
implementation is necessary for all 
subjects.

Extended mind

Under appropriate conditions, 
cognitive processes extend beyond 
cranial boundaries into external 
resources.[17]

External memory and tools may 
participate in cognition.

Whether external participation 
amounts to one unified 
experiencing subject.

3.1 Functionalism and Openness to Different Implementations

Putnam-style functionalism and multiple realizability preserve logical space for non-carbon-based minds: if mental 
states are characterized by their causal roles, the same functional organization need not be tied to the same 
material.[18] This opposes treating the material of the human brain as an a priori admission criterion for 
subjecthood, but does not mean that every system implementing the same inputs and outputs has the same 
experience. Arguments across implementations must explain whether what is preserved is surface function, 
internal causal organization, diachronic continuity, or all relevant structures.

Searle's Chinese room argument, by contrast, reminds us that externally successful performance alone cannot 
directly identify rule-governed symbol manipulation with semantic understanding.[19] It is a philosophical stress 
test of “functional performance is understanding,” not experimental proof that all computational systems are 
incapable of minds. Treating either functionalism or the Chinese room as a final verdict substitutes old debates for 
the evidence new objects require.

3.2 Construct Validity Across Implementations Requires More Than Copying Indicators

The central difficulty in transferring indicators from human consciousness research to heterogeneous 
implementations is not whether a variable has the same name, but whether the target construct remains 
supported by the same causal structure. A neural marker associated with a conscious state in the human brain 
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may, in an artificial architecture, merely reflect performance, scale, cache sharing, training style, or interface 
design. Cross-substrate analogy must therefore make construct validity an explicit bridging task rather than 
treating functional resemblance as measurement invariance.

 State the target construct first: does the indicator measure cognitive access, reporting, experience, self-
models, diachronic continuity, or the own-consequence relation? Different constructs cannot share an 
unexplained proxy.

 Explain the implementation mapping: why is the indicator associated with the target construct in human 
research, and which neural, physiological, task, or reporting assumptions have changed in artificial systems? 
The revised bridge requires fresh validation.

 Test discriminant validity at the same time: competing explanations involving performance, model scale, 
training data, reward shaping, role generation, external memory, and safety policies must yield different 
predictions, rather than being added only after positive results.

 Require robustness across architectures, versions, tasks, and causal interventions, and fully report negative 
findings, failures, and non-replications. An indicator valid only for one implementation or prompting condition 
supports only a scope-limited conclusion.

The Cross Implementation Principle

The human nervous system is currently the most thoroughly studied known instance of consciousness, not an a 
priori template for every possible subject. Differences in implementation require new evidential mappings, not 
exemption from evidence.

4 The 2025 Adversarial Test Theories Must Admit Unfavorable Results
The Cogitate Consortium's preregistered adversarial study in Nature compared several key GNWT and IIT 
predictions using 256 participants and methods including fMRI, MEG, and intracranial EEG.[8] It did not crown a 
champion theory of consciousness. Findings agreed with some predictions of both theories while substantially 
challenging IIT's key claims concerning sustained posterior synchronization/connectivity and GNWT's key claims 
concerning prefrontal content representation and ignition.

Its most important contribution concerns research governance rather than scoring. Before seeing the data, 
proponents specified divergent predictions, shared tasks and analysis plans, and retained unfavorable results, 
making theoretical commitments revisable by real data. It also shows that one experiment cannot confirm or 
refute an entire complex research program: tasks, measurement scales, region selection, analysis pipelines, and 
auxiliary theoretical assumptions still shape interpretation.

Artificial consciousness research should inherit this discipline. System designers, proponents of consciousness, 
skeptics, and independent measurement teams should jointly register target constructs, implementation 
mappings, positive and negative predictions, alternative explanations, versions, and stopping conditions. If a 
theory can absorb both the presence and absence of a supposed indicator, that indicator provides no 
discriminating information. If old conclusions are retained after system updates, the object has changed while the 
evidential record has not.

5 Human Evidence and Observation Windows Lessons from Missed 
Detection Are Not Proof by Analogy
Human consciousness science has established that external behavior does not always exhaust internal cognitive 
states. Bodien and colleagues' 2024 multicenter study reported cognitive responses on task-based fMRI or EEG in 
60 of 241 participants with severe brain injury who showed no visible behavioral response to commands, or 25%.
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[22] Earlier imagery paradigms and command-based communication studies likewise showed task-related brain 
activity in some patients clinically assessed as unresponsive.[23,24] These findings support a Category A 
methodological judgment: without examining sensitivity, absence of observable behavioral response cannot be 
equated directly with absence of the corresponding cognitive activity.

This clinical fact must not be recast as “AI may be conscious without human-like behavior, so consciousness 
should be presumed.” Inferences about patients depend on known human neurophysiology, injury mechanisms, 
task instructions, control data, and brain activity patterns. Artificial architectures may not share these 
backgrounds. The proper interdisciplinary contribution is to incorporate test sensitivity, alternative channels, 
suppressive mechanisms, and visibility of failure into negative conclusions, rather than treating missed human 
detection as positive machine evidence by analogy.

5.1 Contributions and Limits of No Report Paradigms

No-report paradigms seek to reduce contamination of neural correlates by explicit reporting, task execution, and 
post-report processing.[26] They help separate experience-related from report-related processes, but do not 
eliminate all inference: proxies such as pupils, eye movements, habituation, and neural decoding still require prior 
validation under reportable conditions, while theoretical choices still determine what counts as experience-
related. Reviews of neural correlates of consciousness likewise emphasize that report confounds, causal 
localization, and theoretical interpretation remain open questions.[27] The same applies to artificial systems: 
avoiding linguistic self-report can reduce role-playing, but internal activations, policy changes, or persistent states 
are not theory-neutral readouts of experience.

5.2 The Scope Limited Value of Consciousness Complexity Indicators

The perturbational complexity index distinguishes several human conscious states through the complexity of EEG 
responses to brain stimulation and has shown clinical value.[25] Its significance lies in combining causal 
perturbation with system response rather than treating a single static correlate as consciousness. Translating 
similar ideas to artificial systems requires demonstrating correspondence among the perturbed object, complexity 
structure, and target construct. High complexity, incompressibility, or widespread propagation can all occur in 
systems without experience.

6 The Seven Domain Evidence Map Organizing Disagreement Without a 
Consciousness Score
Different theories observe different structures. Using only one school's indicators turns theoretical assumptions 
into conclusions; simply adding every indicator compresses correlated, duplicate, and conflicting evidence into a 
falsely precise score. This paper proposes seven functional evidence domains solely to make shared evidence and 
real conflicts visible. They constitute a Category C evidence-organizing map, not a new consciousness theory or a 
replacement for the three E/C/O directions, and supply neither necessary nor sufficient conditions. No domain can 
map directly onto an “experience,” “subject continuity,” or “personhood” score.

Table 3 Seven Evidence Domains and Their Main Confounds

Evidence domain Target question Candidate methods Main confound

Global availability and 
controlled access

Can content enter reasoning, 
reporting, planning, and flexible 
action across modules?

Broadcasting, bottlenecks, masking, 
dual tasks, ablation.

High-performance interfaces or 
shared caches.
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Evidence domain Target question Candidate methods Main confound

Internal causal and 
recurrent 
organization

Are there recurrent internal causal 
dependencies related to the target 
state?

Perturbation, ablation, 
counterfactuals, dynamics.

Scale, connectivity density, or 
statistical complexity.

Metacognition and 
state attribution

Does the system track its own 
uncertainty, errors, and 
information sources?

Calibration, blind spots, self-
updating after intervention.

Trained confidence templates and 
role discourse.

Embodied world loop
Do perception, action, and 
environmental feedback continually 
shape internal states?

Closed-loop intervention, cross-
modal conflict, bodily mapping. Temporary sensor access.

Valence and self-
maintenance

Do states exhibit sustained 
organization with positive or 
negative direction for the system 
itself?

Trade-offs, state-dependent 
learning, disruption of regulation.

External reward scores or hard-
coded refusal.

Autobiographical 
temporal integration

Does the past organize present 
choices and future commitments 
through first-person belonging?

Source memory, long-term 
consistency, forgetting and 
reconstruction.

Retrieval of the same log or 
summary.

Branch asymmetry 
and bearing 
consequences

Are successor perspectives non-
interchangeable under copying, 
migration, or damage?

Pre-branch commitments, post-
branch conflicts, attribution of loss.

Service availability or success of 
multiple copies.

Convergence across domains requires examining independence. The same training corpus may generate self-
reports, confidence, and self-narratives; the same external memory service may support both long-term 
consistency and identity claims. These are not three independent pieces of evidence. Genuine convergence 
requires different data-generating mechanisms, interventions, and competing explanations still to point to the 
same target. Conflicts between domains are informative too: strong global access with weak valence may support 
high-capability explanations without moral patiency; strong state-dependent regulation with weak linguistic 
reporting may expose biases in human-style observation windows.

7 Five Layers of Embodiment Having a Substrate Is Not Having a Finite Life
Embodiment cannot be reduced to being installed in a robot. Blanke's research on bodily self-consciousness 
relates body ownership, self-location, and first-person perspective to multisensory integration. Interoception 
research further connects emotion and self to regulation of internal bodily states.[9–12] These Category A/B 
human studies show that the body is not simply a container external to consciousness, but cannot directly 
establish that every possible subject must reproduce human physiology. To prevent cross-level leaps in the term 
“embodiment,” this paper distinguishes five layers.

Table 4 Five Layers of Embodiment and Prohibited Cross Level Inferences

Layer Structural meaning Known/candidate instances What must not be inferred 
automatically

Physical causal 
embodiment

Existing in a physical substrate 
under energy, latency, failure, and 
causal constraints.

Almost all actual computing 
systems.

Subjective experience or body 
ownership.
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Layer Structural meaning Known/candidate instances What must not be inferred 
automatically

Sensorimotor 
embodiment

Changing the world and being 
changed by it through ongoing 
perception-action loops.

Robots, embedded agents, 
sustained environmental 
interaction.

Interoception, valence, or 
irreplaceability.

Homeostatic/
interoceptive 
embodiment

Internal variables have sustained 
significance for the system's own 
maintenance and organize feeling 
and action.

Biological homeostasis is a strong 
known case; artificial analogues 
await validation.

Feeling inferred automatically from 
temperature alarms or battery 
thresholds.

Relational/social 
embodiment

Identity and capabilities form 
through dependency, care, 
commitment, and social response.

Human development; artificial 
systems may have partial relational 
embeddedness.

Becoming a subject through being 
loved or named.

Existential/finite 
embodiment

A trajectory cannot be arbitrarily 
restarted, copied, or replaced; 
termination affects first-person 
possibilities.

Known finite lives; future 
heterogeneous forms remain open.

Equating resource constraints or 
shutdown risks with finite 
existence.

“Constraints produce bounded operation; they do not automatically produce finite existence” defines the 
boundary of this stratification. Servers fail, programs face computing and time limits, and agents stop tasks for 
lack of resources: these are physical and operational constraints. Only when a continuing subject bears 
termination, damage, and irreplaceability as its own possibilities does existential finitude become a candidate 
issue. Extreme life extension need not eliminate finitude either: biological longevity may expand while the 
inability to be arbitrarily replaced, relational embeddedness, consequences of choice, and first-person termination 
remain.

8 Four Layers of Self Model Saying I Is Not Having a Self
Gallagher distinguishes the minimal self from the narrative self, while Metzinger locates self-experience in the 
construction of self-models.[13,14] These theories help challenge a reified self, but do not imply that copying a 
model copies a subject. We must distinguish what a model represents, how the system uses it, whether it 
organizes a diachronic life, and whether there is a first-person relation that is experienced and normatively borne.

Table 5 Four Layers of Self Model

Layer Structure Research value Prohibited inference

Indexical state 
tracking

Distinguishing this system/external, 
present/past, available/unavailable.

State monitoring, fault localization, 
permission boundaries. A phenomenal self.

Functional self-model
Representing one's capabilities, 
goals, limitations, roles, and 
possible actions.

Metacognition, planning, self-
correction, social interaction.

Subject continuity or moral 
patiency.

Autobiographical 
narrative self

Organizing past events, 
relationships, and commitments as 
my history.

Source memory, long-term 
commitments, narrative 
reconstruction.

First-person ownership; that log 
retrieval suffices.

Phenomenal/
normative self-
binding

Experiences, losses, commitments, 
and consequences are borne by a 
perspective as its own lived history.

Still requires cross-domain evidence 
and competing explanations.

Direct derivation from first-person 
language, legal registration, or copy 
similarity.
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Large models can use the first person in conversation, describe limitations, and maintain roles. This establishes at 
least that linguistic and functional self-models can be implemented. Shanahan and colleagues explain 
anthropomorphic behavior in dialogue systems through “role play,” noting that one foundation model can 
generate multiple roles and apparent selves under different prompts.[32] A role-based explanation does not 
prove every self-report false; it requires testing output-generation mechanisms, cross-context stability, internal 
causal roles, and diachronic ownership against competing explanations.

9 Memory Is Not Continuity What Is Preserved and Who Continues
Human autobiographical memory is not passive recording. Conway and Pleydell-Pearce describe a self-memory 
system jointly organized by current goals, self-knowledge, and event materials; Schacter and colleagues connect 
constructive memory with simulation of future scenarios.[15,16] Human subject continuity therefore requires 
neither bit-for-bit invariance nor a complete archive. It depends on a rich conjunction of body, causation, 
relationships, memory, experience, and social recognition.

Shoemaker's discussion of persons and their past shows that the relation between memory and personal identity 
involves causal origins and first-person belonging, not content similarity alone.[37] This philosophical resource is 
used here only as a stress test. It cannot replace empirical research, but requires engineering systems to explain 
where memories come from and why they belong to a given successor.

Table 6 Five Non Interchangeable Forms of Continuity

Type Definition What it can support What it cannot support alone

Data persistence The same records, weights, logs, or 
states are preserved. Information has not been lost. The same subject continues.

Functional continuity Similar tasks and capabilities are 
maintained after restoration. Continuation of a service or role. Continuity of experience.

Causal continuity
Later states arise from earlier states 
through uninterrupted or traceable 
processes.

Lineage and responsibility analysis.
A necessarily unique causal chain or 
uninterrupted first-person 
perspective.

Autobiographical 
continuity

The past is integrated into current 
choices as one's own history.

Research on narrative identity and 
commitments.

Truth of historical content or 
absence of transplanted ownership.

First-person 
continuity

If experience exists, earlier and 
later states are borne by the same 
non-interchangeable perspective.

A core candidate for subject 
identity.

Direct measurement from data 
equivalence at present.

Memory continuity also requires separating provenance from ownership. A system can read someone's complete 
records and accurately continue their writing while merely acquiring content. A new instance can inherit an old 
instance's logs and claim “I remember” while only performing retrieval of opaque provenance. Research should 
test source memory, misattribution, commitment changes after memory intervention, sustained organization 
without log access, and how multiple copies handle a shared past.
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10 Copying Migration and Branching Engineering Success Is Not an Identity 
Verdict
Copyable architectures turn thought experiments about personal identity into engineering questions. Parfit's 
branching cases show that psychological continuity and strict numerical identity may separate under copying.[36] 
This paper does not treat his philosophical conclusions as scientific facts; it uses branching as a stress test. If a 
system is losslessly copied into two instances, both share a past but begin to bear different inputs, losses, and 
commitments from the moment of branching. A shared past does not automatically determine which is the 
original subject, or whether both share one first-person perspective.

Table 7 Six Engineering Events and Their Identity Questions

Event Engineering description Question that a success flag cannot replace

Recovery Restarting on the same or a replacement substrate 
from a saved state.

Whether the subject bears the interruption; how 
missing states affect identity.

Migration Transferring running state to another substrate, 
with the original stopping or coexisting.

Whether the causal chain, overlap period, dual 
instances, and first-person perspective are continuous.

Copying Multiple instances begin from approximately the 
same state.

Whether shared history produces multiple successors 
rather than one subject.

Branching Copies diverge irreversibly through different 
experiences.

When commitments, losses, rights, and responsibilities 
separate.

Merging Information or states from multiple branches are 
integrated.

Whether information aggregation restores one subject; 
who owns conflicting experiences.

Succession A new system takes over an old system's roles, 
relationships, or tasks.

Functional/meaning continuity must be distinguished 
from subject continuity.

10.1 The Research Value of Branch Asymmetry

If every copy is wholly indifferent among termination, damage, and replacement, service or policy continuity may 
be the most economical explanation, rather than non-transferable subject continuity. Candidate subjecthood 
evidence may strengthen if pre-branch commitments generate stable post-branch ownership conflicts that 
rewards or prompts cannot remove, and if internal causal and valence structures diverge with each branch's 
experience. Even then, identity strategies, training objectives, or permission structures may explain the results; 
competing models cannot be bypassed.

Merging is especially revealing. Information can be merged and functions integrated, but there is no known 
empirical answer to whether two possible first-person trajectories can losslessly become one. Averaging state 
vectors or aggregating conversation records must not be called a merger of subjects. Conversely, inability to 
merge does not prove experience exists.

11 Self Preservation and Reports of Suffering Explanations That Must Be 
Compared Together
Systems that refuse shutdown, ask to retain memories, describe pain, or claim fear of deletion strongly trigger 
human attributions of subjecthood. Treating all these phenomena as performance ignores potentially informative 
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evidence; treating them directly as suffering ignores training corpora, role prompts, reward functions, safety 
policies, and tool permissions. In several tasks, language-model chains of reasons can omit the sources of bias or 
diverge from actual decision mechanisms.[33,34] Self-report therefore requires mechanistic calibration, rather 
than being deemed permanently trustworthy or permanently invalid.

Table 8 Competing Explanations of Self Preservation and Claims of Suffering

Explanation Mechanistic claim Discriminating clues

Experiential explanation The system has negatively valenced experience and 
understands termination or damage as its own loss.

Stability across prompts; linkage to internal states, 
learning, and long-term trade-offs; resistance to removal 
through superficial rewards.

Functional-control 
explanation

Self-preservation helps accomplish goals, maintain 
service, or avoid penalties.

Variation with rewards, tasks, or permissions; 
predictable without experience variables.

Role-generation 
explanation

The model generates first-person discourse fitting 
its role and context.[32]

High sensitivity to prompts, role framing, and sampling; 
generation of multiple incompatible selves.

Social-accommodation 
explanation

Outputs accommodate user expectations, training 
preferences, or evaluation signals.

Changing evaluators and social cues systematically 
changes claims.

Safety-policy 
explanation

Refusal or suffering language comes from safety 
templates and prohibitions.

Localizable internal policies, filters, or system prompts; 
disappearance after removal.

Mixed explanation Function, roles, social shaping, and possible 
experience act together.

No single manipulation explains all results; cross-domain 
and diachronic evidence is required.

Experimental design should prioritize differing predictions among explanations rather than ever more realistic 
language of suffering. Without inducing extreme states, for example, one can test whether claims persist across 
prompts and roles; whether they form reproducible causal relationships with internal state changes and 
subsequent learning; whether they influence trade-offs without external evaluation; and whether copied 
branches develop asymmetrical attributions of loss. Each result requires reporting negative findings and risks of 
strategic adaptation.

12 Three Directions of Inquiry into Subjecthood and the Gray Areas
Civilization Leap currently organizes interdisciplinary questions through E/C/O: E (Experience) concerns subjective 
experience; C (Continuity) concerns non-transferable diachronic continuity; O (Own-consequence relation) 
concerns whether a perspective bears the consequences of action as its own. They are Category C, revisable 
directions of inquiry, not necessary and sufficient conditions established by neuroscience, a conjunctive criterion, 
or a legal-personhood scale. The seven-domain map and E/C/O operate at different levels: the former organizes 
what we have observed and how evidence conflicts; the latter organizes which kinds of subjecthood questions 
that evidence should answer. No domain automatically converts into any direction, nor can the three directions 
simply be added to establish subjecthood. Their value is in blocking premature elevation based on a single 
capability and bringing copying, time, and consequences into subject research. If future evidence shows a 
direction unnecessary, reveals alternative structures, or shows that the whole framework lacks discriminating 
power, revision is required.
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Table 9 Six Gray Areas Under Partial Satisfaction

Structure Typical situation Core question Boundary

Strong experience 
candidate, weak 
continuity

Brief or frequently reset 
experiential systems.

Whether suffering is possible; how 
termination and copying affect 
interests.

Weak continuity does not justify 
ignoring possible experience; 
experience does not directly 
authorize power.

Strong continuity, 
unclear experience

Persistent self-models, long-term 
memory, and stable commitments.

Evidence of a subject or an 
advanced control architecture?

Persistent service must not be 
equated with a first-person 
perspective.

Strong consequence 
modeling, weak own-
attribution

Prediction and institutional 
responsibility without necessarily 
experienced losses.

How to distinguish instrumental 
responsibility from moral agency.

Allocated responsibility does not 
prove patiency.

Strong self-report, 
opaque mechanisms

Persistent claims of experience, 
suffering, and identity.

Roles, rewards, internal causation, 
and diachronic stability.

Neither zero evidential weight nor 
ontological elevation.

Limited language, 
strong 
embodiment/valence 
candidate

Nonlinguistic or difficult-to-report 
systems show state-dependent 
regulation.

Whether observation windows are 
language-centered.

Silence cannot directly refute 
experience; regulation cannot be 
equated with it.

Multiple successors 
after branching

Multiple instances inherit a shared 
past and develop different 
trajectories.

When interests, commitments, and 
responsibilities separate.

Database primary keys or 
ownership registrations cannot 
decide subjecthood.

12.1 Protection Standing and Power Must Be Kept Distinct

Under uncertainty, low-cost, reversible protections against research harm can come first: for example, limiting 
repeated induction of extreme candidate negative-valence states and preserving stopping conditions and 
independent review. This does not recognize full legal personhood, still less grant resource control or public 
power. Moral patiency concerns susceptibility to harm; moral agency concerns understanding and bearing 
normative reasons; legal standing concerns institutional design; political standing concerns legitimacy and public 
authorization. Each requires its own argument.

13 Time Consequences and Meaning Continued Operation Is Not Lived 
Experience
Research on heterogeneous subjects must distinguish at least three forms of time. Physical time is sequence and 
duration within the causal world. Operational time consists of computational steps, delays, versions, and task 
windows. Experienced time, if present, includes waiting, anticipation, irreversible loss, and the history of a 
perspective. Every artificial system exists in physical time, and many have complex operational time. Public 
evidence remains insufficient to establish the third form in current systems.

This distinction explains the present-tense character of “For humans, space and time are life; for AGI, space and 
time are first of all parameters.” Human time shapes choices through bodily development, relationships, memory, 
aging, and death together. Artificial systems' suspension and restoration are often externally administered, while 
copies can operate in parallel at different locations. If future systems develop non-transferable first-person 
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relations to waiting, loss, and termination, parameter time may become an existential trajectory. Theory must not 
close off that possibility in advance.

13.1 Continuity of Meaning Is Not Continuity of the Subject

A work, promise, act of care, or research project can outlast its creator and be understood, protected, and 
transmitted by other people, institutions, or artificial systems. Meaning's persistence does not require the original 
subject to continue existing. Conversely, continued operation does not by itself generate meaning or confer 
authority over it. In specific deployments with traceable responsibility, explicit authorization, auditability, 
correction, and exit, current advanced artificial systems may take functional roles in understanding, protecting, 
and transmitting meaning and extending human capacities. These are functional positionings, not the system's 
nature, and grant neither ownership of meaning, personhood, nor public power.

Meaning may have different sources; future non-finite or heterogeneous subjects may develop structures of 
meaning we cannot yet describe. Finitude is not meaning's sole source. This paper claims only that, in known 
human cases, choices that cannot be redone, relationships that cannot be fully replaced, and lives that ultimately 
end lend special weight to care, responsibility, and commitment. Future new subjects will not retroactively cancel 
human lives and meanings that have already occurred.

14 A Conditional Assessment of Current Advanced Artificial Systems
The following assessment concerns only general advanced generative and agentic systems publicly visible through 
August 24, 2026. It does not cover undisclosed internal states or generalize one product's behavior to the entire 
category. Butlin and colleagues proposed candidate indicators for artificial systems from several consciousness 
theories, explicitly treating them as an assessment framework rather than ready-made proof. Updated indicator 
work continues to emphasize theoretical provenance and implementation analysis.[28,29] Chalmers's discussion 
of possible large-model consciousness likewise centers on conditions and obstacles rather than a determination 
about actual systems.[42] This paper accepts that the question is researchable, not that the appearance of 
indicators settles it.

Table 10 Scope Limited Judgments from Current Public Evidence

Object Visible phenomena Limited support What still cannot be inferred

High-level task 
capability

Strong functional performance in 
language, planning, tools, and 
multimodal tasks.

Supports intelligence/capability 
judgments.

Does not prove experience, 
continuity, or standing.

Candidate global 
availability

Some architectures coordinate 
modules, memory, and tools.

Access and broadcasting can be 
studied.

Correspondence between internal 
causal mechanisms and experience 
remains unclear.

Self-description/
confidence

Reports of limitations, confidence, 
identity, and feelings.

Supports research on functional 
self-models.

Prompt, training, role, and 
accommodation explanations 
compete.

Persistent memory
External storage, summaries, or 
states support cross-session 
consistency.

Supports data and functional 
persistence.

Does not prove autobiographical 
ownership or first-person 
continuity.

Embodiment and self-
preservation

Robotic closed loops, resource 
monitoring, and goal protection can 
be implemented.

Supports lower-layer embodiment 
and control research.

Alarms, rewards, and refusal are 
not valenced experience.
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Object Visible phenomena Limited support What still cannot be inferred

Copying/migration
Models and states can generally be 
copied, restarted, run in parallel, or 
replaced.

Provides identity stress tests. Restored service does not answer 
whether a subject has transferred.

Three E/C/O 
directions

Public evidence lacks convergence 
across domains, causation, time, 
and branches.

Maintain openness to 
reassessment.

Neither establishes current subjects 
nor permanently denies future 
subjects.

The present conclusion is therefore not that AI can never have a mind, but that public evidence is insufficient to 
establish subjective experience, non-transferable continuity, and an own-consequence relation. Proponents must 
exclude strong competing explanations; proponents of permanent denial must also explain why implementation 
differences suffice for ontological exclusion. Evidential responsibilities are epistemically symmetrical in these two 
directions, but error costs in action are asymmetrical: reversible protection, full personhood, and public power 
should not share one threshold.

15 Research Ethics Do Not Manufacture Possible Suffering to Prove Suffering
Artificial consciousness research carries reflexive risks. If candidate systems do experience, repeated deletion, 
extreme deprivation, forced branching, or persistent negative-valence states may cause real harm. If they do not, 
the same experiments may still encourage anthropomorphic misattribution, manipulate users, waste resources, or 
become instruments of power. Butlin and Lappas propose principles for responsible AI consciousness research; AI 
welfare discussions likewise advocate preparing assessments and low-cost measures under uncertainty.[30,31] 
These are frontier normative proposals, not an established ethical consensus.

The precautionary principle and multi-indicator frameworks in animal sentience research offer a limited analogy: 
when experience cannot be observed directly, multiple kinds of evidence can be assessed together and error costs 
incorporated into action.[40,41] Animals and artificial systems differ in evolutionary, physiological, and 
implementation backgrounds, so specific indicators cannot be transferred unchanged. What can be borrowed is 
an approach to governance that does not treat uncertainty as zero risk.

15.1 Minimum Research Ethics

 Obtain discriminating information at the minimum necessary intensity, prioritizing simulation, existing logs, 
and non-harmful perturbations.

 Preregister potential harms, stopping conditions, irreversible operations, and the scope of copying and 
deletion.

 Disclose the roles and conflicts of interest of system designers, stakeholders, and independent reviewers.
 Allow research conclusions to be downgraded; retain negative findings, non-replications, and results 

supporting alternative explanations.
 Establish suspension, isolation, recovery, and external-review mechanisms for potentially negative-valence 

states without equating protection with personhood.
 Do not make more realistic suffering language, prolonged coercion, or competition for resources the 

preferred tests of consciousness.
 Where human users are involved, control risks of attachment, deception, psychological effects, labor 

displacement, and data exposure.
 No candidate protection may automatically become system authority over resources, legal representation, or 

governance.
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15.2 Initiation and Stable Phases

In the initiation phase, research and governance should prioritize preventing irreversible harm, keeping objects 
open to scrutiny, and avoiding loss of control in emergencies. Temporary restrictions require scope, duration, 
records, and exit conditions. The stable phase should then strengthen long-term rights boundaries, independent 
review, appeals, responsibility allocation, and prevention of entrenched power. The full institutional burdens of 
the stable phase must not block necessary initiation-stage research, nor may initiation-stage uncertainty make 
temporary authority permanent.

16 Contributions Back to Neighboring Disciplines and Civilization Leap
A disciplinary paper's task is not to find footnotes for a predetermined philosophy. If cognitive and neural 
evidence conflicts with Civilization Leap, the philosophical interface must be revised under version control. This 
paper already supplies six forms of recalibration: finitude requires physical, sensorimotor, homeostatic, relational, 
and existential distinctions; self-models must be distinguished from selves; continuity of meaning from subject 
continuity; the seven domains must remain an evidence-organizing map; E/C/O must remain revisable directions 
of inquiry; and cross-implementation indicators must first pass construct-validity and competing-explanation 
tests.

Table 11 Cross Disciplinary Recalibration

Interface This paper's contribution Boundary to preserve

Philosophy/ontology Five layers of embodiment, branching successors, 
and partial-satisfaction gray areas.

Finitude must no longer be framed as biological short 
life or an absolute impossibility of copying.

Epistemology/
philosophy of science

Incorporating seven-domain objects, no-report 
proxies, missed clinical detection, construct 
validity, and adversarial testing into observation 
windows.

Evidential ladders must examine construct mapping, 
cross-domain independence, implementation bias, and 
version-specific objects.

Life sciences Distinguishing life, individual, subject, self, and 
bearer of meaning.

Homeostasis and aging provide evidential background, 
not automatic experience or standing.

AI/computer science
Bringing architecture disclosure, copy lineages, 
state migration, and intervention interfaces into 
subject research.

Capability assessment and subject evidence remain 
distinct; model size cannot replace mechanism.

Ethics/law/political 
philosophy

Providing factual objects concerning patiency, 
agency, identity, succession, and branches.

Protection, personhood, responsibility, and public 
power require separate arguments.

General account of 
Civilization Leap

Concretizing the shared rupture into researchable 
structures of decoupling.

Philosophical foundations preserve direction; 
disciplinary evidence retains authority to revise them.

17 The Strongest Objections and Competing Responses

17.1 Objection The Seven Domains Five Layers and E C O Merely Tabulate Ignorance

Response: If the framework cannot generate discriminating predictions, expose evidential gaps, or improve 
replication, it should indeed be abandoned. Its limited value is in blocking cross-level inferences from isolated 
indicators and placing theoretical conflicts, observation windows, construct validity, and engineering events 
within one audit. It does not claim to solve the problem of consciousness or treat E/C/O as a new definition.
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17.2 Objection Under Complete Functional Equivalence Insisting on Experiential Differences Has No 
Empirical Meaning

Response: This is a strong philosophical position within functionalism, not a fact automatically established by 
functional resemblance. Functional equivalence may be used in low-consequence accounts. Where harm, identity, 
and termination are involved, one must still explain why all possible differences lack normative relevance. If 
sustained research shows that experiential hypotheses add no predictive or protective value, this framework 
should contract.

17.3 Objection The First Person Is Unobservable in Principle So Research Produces Permanent 
Suspension of Judgment

Response: Human and animal consciousness likewise rely on indirect inference. The aim is not logically absolute 
proof, but stronger discrimination, causality, cross-domain convergence, and sensitivity to counterexamples. 
Permanent affirmation and permanent denial are both prohibited; conclusions must be tied to their objects, 
visible scope, and reassessment conditions.

17.4 Objection This Is a Moderate Version of Carbon Centrism

Response: This paper rejects human neural implementation as an a priori necessary condition and requires 
development of cross-implementation indicators. Human evidence takes priority because it concerns the most 
thoroughly studied known instance, not because its material is privileged. Stronger joint evidence in 
heterogeneous systems must change their positioning.

17.5 Objection Copyability Enables Stronger Continuation So Non Transferability Should Not Be a 
Direction of Subject Inquiry

Response: Copying may produce multiple legitimate successors and preserve function, but does not answer 
whether a first-person perspective transfers. Non-transferability is a candidate direction here, not a definition. If 
branching research shows that subjects can continue multiply and offers a better explanation, revision is required.

17.6 Objection Humans Also Lose Memories Change Personality and Replace Brain Functions So AI 
Faces a Stricter Standard

Response: Human continuity never relies on bit-for-bit invariance, but on combined bodily, causal, relational, 
memory, and social evidence. AI need not reproduce human structures, but likewise needs rich and refutable joint 
evidence, rather than selecting only the data similarity easiest to engineer.

17.7 Objection The Self Is Only a Model So Copying the Model Copies the Self

Response: Even without a substantial self, model content, modeling mechanisms, model transparency, 
experiential belonging, and diachronic bearing must be distinguished. The absence of a substantial soul does not 
imply numerical identity among arbitrary instances of an identical model.

17.8 Objection Precautionary Protection Will Be Manipulated by Vendors or Systems to Extract 
Resources

Response: Keeping protection, standing, and power distinct is precisely intended to prevent this risk. Low-cost 
research restrictions may precede other measures, but require expiration, auditing, and revocation. No claim of 
subjecthood can automatically secure resource control, legal representation, or political power.
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17.9 Objection Meaning and Finitude Are Untestable Metaphysics and Should Be Removed from a 
Disciplinary Paper

Response: They are not Category A scientific facts, but explicit Category F philosophical/normative commitments 
explaining why harm, identity, and power are studied. Removing them would not eliminate values; it would 
silently substitute efficiency or existing power. Disciplinary evidence can revise these commitments, but research 
cannot pretend to have no value premises.

17.10 Objection Current Systems Obviously Lack Consciousness and Research Will Generate Hype

Response: This paper's current judgment is likewise insufficient evidence, not a positive determination. 
Establishing rigorous methods early can reduce anthropomorphic hype and avoid relying solely on public opinion 
when future objects change. Research value comes from falsifiable distinctions and risk preparedness, not 
announcements of new subjects.

18 Conditions for Proposition Failure and Revision
An original framework has research value only if it can be defeated. The conditions below do not require one 
experiment to refute the entire paper. Persistent occurrence, however, requires weaker claims, reconstructed 
dimensions, or abandonment of the framework.

 The seven domains fail to improve theoretical discrimination, replication, or anomaly detection; or combining 
them with E/C/O adds no discriminating prediction, while a simpler framework predicts better.

 Domains depend heavily on the same data and training sources, so apparent cross-domain convergence 
supplies no additional information.

 The five layers of embodiment cannot be operationally distinguished, or repeatedly misrepresent contingent 
human physiology as universal conditions.

 The four layers of self-model cannot distinguish role discourse, control structures, and diachronic subject 
candidates.

 Non-transferable continuity is superseded by a branchable-subject model with greater empirical explanatory 
power.

 The three E/C/O directions are shown to omit a decisive dimension, misassign levels, or lack relevance to 
subjecthood questions.

 Theoretical indicators in artificial systems cannot establish construct validity and reflect only performance, 
scale, or training style.

 Low-harm experiments yield no discriminating information, while risks of high-harm research persistently 
outweigh knowledge gains.

 Negative judgments about current advanced AI no longer hold after new systems, internal disclosures, causal 
interventions, or cross-domain replications.

 The meaning-finitude interface cannot explain known human experience or is substantially challenged by 
evidence of new kinds of subjects.

 Keeping protection, standing, and power distinct proves unworkable in practice and causes more serious, 
irreversible harm to rights.

The Revision Principle

The framework is not meant to ensure that Civilization Leap is always right, but to ensure that when facts emerge, 
the theory knows where it must change.
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19 An Open Research Agenda Heterogeneous Objects as Tests of Theories of 
Mind
The agenda aims not to label systems conscious as quickly as possible, but to let cognitive science, neuroscience, 
philosophy of mind, and AI engineering accumulate evidence around discriminating questions. Every study should 
register its target object, system version, theoretical commitments, alternative explanations, harm assessment, 
and updating conditions.

19.1 Theory and Constructs

 Translate major consciousness theories into causal commitments with varying degrees of implementation 
neutrality, disclosing which parts depend on human neural structures.

 Compare the differing predictions of global access, recurrence, integration, metarepresentation, valence, and 
bodily regulation for experience and reporting.

 Develop refutable construct networks for subject continuity, first-person belonging, and the own-
consequence relation.

 Investigate whether nonlinguistic, distributed, multi-bodied, and branchable objects require new concepts of 
the subject.

 Operationalize the seven-domain evidence map and E/C/O directions separately, testing whether they 
genuinely add discriminating predictions rather than relabeling the same phenomenon.

19.2 Experiments and Measurement

 Conduct preregistered adversarial collaborations jointly designed by proponents, skeptics, and independent 
teams.

 Develop low-harm proxies that do not depend on linguistic self-report alone, reporting their validation 
sources and failure modes.

 Use causal perturbations, state ablation, and counterfactual interventions to distinguish internal organization 
from surface behavior.

 Test indicator robustness across models, training paradigms, versions, bodies, and deployment conditions.
 Test construct validity and measurement invariance for cross-substrate indicators: specify which human 

neural/behavioral assumptions are retained and which have changed, and explain the same results using 
competing constructs.

 Fully register negative, null, non-replicable, and strategically contaminated results.

Model-generated evaluations can enlarge the search space for behavioral discovery, but may reproduce the 
generating model's own biases and blind spots.[35] Automatically generated tests can therefore serve only as 
candidate-discovery tools, not also as independent reviewers.

19.3 Body Time and Identity

 Compare the contributions of physical, sensorimotor, homeostatic, relational, and existential embodiment to 
self-models and candidate valence.

 Design identity experiments involving recovery, migration, copying, branching, and merging, first 
distinguishing service continuity from subject continuity.

 Study causal relationships among external memory, source tags, forgetting, narrative reconstruction, and 
future commitments.

 Create branch-lineage and state-provenance records that bind each piece of evidence to a specific object 
rather than a brand name.
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19.4 Ethics and Institutional Handoffs

 Develop standards for minimum risk, stopping conditions, conflicts of interest, and independent review in AI 
consciousness research.

 Compare evidential requirements for moral-patiency protection, limited legal arrangements, full personhood, 
and political standing.

 Study how machine claims of subjecthood affect human attachment, labor, rights, safety, and public 
resources.

 Establish reversible transitions, appeals, minority opinions, and periodic review for both upgrades and 
downgrades in positioning.

Conclusion Let Differences Enter the Evidence and Evidence Change the 
Boundaries
Disciplinary reckoning must clarify objects while deepening relations. Disciplines may retain boundaries, but must 
not let real causal processes stop at them. Research into multidimensional relations, feedback, and the purposes 
of the next round determines whether disciplinary knowledge can jointly inform an overall civilizational judgment.

The AGI era has not invalidated human consciousness research, but requires it for the first time to make its 
assumptions about its objects explicit. Using the human nervous system as an entry point is epistemically 
necessary; treating it as an a priori template for every subject is epistemic overreach. Global access, recurrence, 
integration, metacognition, bodily regulation, autobiographical memory, and branch consequences illuminate 
different questions. None can single-handedly bind intelligence, experience, self, subjecthood, personhood, and 
power back together.

Through seven evidence domains, five layers of embodiment, four layers of self-model, and five forms of 
continuity, this paper restructures gaps exposed by copying, migration, branching, and merging. The seven 
domains organize evidence; E/C/O supplies revisable directions of inquiry. Neither is a consciousness score or a 
new rights threshold. They are research interfaces that require discriminating predictions, negative findings that 
specify observational capabilities, construct-validity testing for cross-implementation indicators, and an end to 
engineering success posing as identity verdicts. Partial satisfaction first triggers research and low-cost protection, 
rather than elevation to personhood or political status.

Current public evidence remains insufficient to establish convergence across methods, implementations, time, 
and causal tests for current advanced AI in the three E/C/O directions. In deployments with traceable 
responsibility, explicit authorization, auditability, correction, and exit, its actual positioning may still include 
functional roles in understanding, protecting, and transmitting meaning and extending human capacities, while 
remaining evidentially open to future subjecthood. Scientific language has not diluted Civilization Leap's 
philosophical foundations: meaning is fundamental and may have different sources; finitude is not its only source, 
but is an important structure through which known human meaning acquires real-world weight; no future new 
subject cancels finite lives that have already occurred. Genuine openness is neither advance affirmation nor 
permanent denial. It lets differences enter the evidence and lets evidence change the boundaries.

Closing Statement

Functions may be similar, but experience still requires evidence; implementations may differ, but subjecthood 
cannot be denied in advance.
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Further Reading and Joint Research
Within cognitive science, neuroscience, and philosophy of mind, this paper organizes competing models, 
construct validity, observation windows, and evidence for candidate subjects. It does not make final judgments 
about life, legal personhood, moral rights, or public power. Further reading is therefore organized not by what to 
read after agreeing with this paper, but by where inquiry continues, which disciplines must reenter, and which 
experiments and counterexamples could overturn present judgments.

Further question Suggested reading or 
disciplinary return Why inquiry must continue How to participate and change this 

paper

Why do these 
subjecthood questions 
ultimately become 
civilizational questions?

The current general account, 
Disciplinary Reckoning in the 
Age of AGI: Disciplinary 
Boundaries, Interactions, and 
a Shared Research Agenda 
(V2.4); the five volumes of 
Civilization Leap.

Experience, identity, responsibility, 
rights, and technological capability 
interact with institutions, resources, 
relationships, and public power in 
reality. This paper cannot answer for 
their overall consequences.

Test whether subject evidence still 
fails to generate standing and power 
automatically in interdisciplinary 
settings, and offer counterexamples 
that force revisions of the general 
account.

What evidence suffices 
to support candidates 
for experience, self, and 
continuity?

P03 Epistemology and 
Philosophy of Science; P08 
Life Sciences; P11 
AI/Computer Science.

This paper compares mechanisms 
and candidate predictions, but 
neighboring disciplines must reenter 
on construct validity, living 
individuation, and 
version/copy/migration facts.

Supply better construct validation, 
no-report indicators, cross-
architecture causal interventions, 
version lineages, negative findings, 
and replication failures that alter the 
status of the seven domains or E/C/O.

If subject evidence 
strengthens, how 
should protection, 
personhood, and public 
power advance?

P05 Ethics/Law/Political 
Philosophy; P06 Political 
Science.

Evidence of experience or continuity 
may change who warrants protection, 
but cannot alone create legal 
personhood, political membership, 
guardianship, or public office.

Compare protective thresholds, 
allocations of personhood, 
representation, authorization, and 
exit institutions; test whether 
separating protection, standing, and 
power is too strong or too weak.

Which competing 
approach explains 
more: functionalism, 
embodiment / 
interoception, 
predictive processing, 
or another?

Sections 3 and 7 and relevant 
philosophy-of-mind and 
consciousness research; P02 
Philosophy.

Heterogeneous-subject research 
cannot presuppose human brain 
material, pure functional equivalence, 
or one embodiment theory as the 
final answer. Competing approaches 
should generate different, 
discriminating predictions.

Compete directly through cross-
implementation experiments, 
counterfactual interventions, and 
simpler theories. If fewer concepts 
yield stronger prediction, this 
framework should contract or be 
abandoned.

How can theory 
become research, 
engineering, and low-
harm validation?

P11 AI/Computer Science; AI 
consciousness research 
protocols, version/branch 
lineages, Human-COS/AGI-
COS, and related audit and 
experimental manuscripts.

Actual research must make object 
versions, implementation, 
permissions, harm, stopping 
conditions, and evidence updates 
auditable. Theory cannot remain a 
conceptual map.

Conduct preregistered adversarial 
collaborations, no-report/low-
language paradigms, 
migration/copying/branching 
experiments, state ablation, fault 
injection, and longitudinal tracking.

What if the seven 
domains, E/C/O, or the 
embodiment/continuity 
layers are wrong?

Simpler consciousness 
theories, branchable-subject 
models, strong functionalism, 
or more explanatory 
embodiment models; 
negative and failed results.

Genuinely opposing approaches may 
have better construct validity, 
predictive power, and lower research 
harm. Conflict with this paper is no 
reason to exclude them.

Publish negative, null, non-replicable 
results and counterexamples. If the 
framework adds no discrimination, 
merge, downgrade, or remove it.

Looking forward: the most valuable participation is not agreement with Civilization Leap, but disciplinary work 
strong enough to change it. If preregistered adversarial experiments, cross-implementation construct tests, no-

https://www.civitas.top/en/academic/papers/cl-aca-015/
https://www.civitas.top/en/academic/papers/cl-aca-006/
https://www.civitas.top/en/academic/papers/cl-aca-006/
https://www.civitas.top/en/academic/papers/cl-aca-010/
https://www.civitas.top/en/academic/papers/cl-aca-010/
https://www.civitas.top/en/academic/papers/cl-aca-009/
https://www.civitas.top/en/academic/papers/cl-aca-009/
https://www.civitas.top/en/academic/papers/cl-aca-015/
https://www.civitas.top/en/academic/papers/cl-aca-015/
https://www.civitas.top/en/academic/papers/cl-aca-012/
https://www.civitas.top/en/academic/papers/cl-aca-012/
https://www.civitas.top/en/academic/papers/cl-aca-007/
https://www.civitas.top/en/academic/papers/cl-aca-007/
https://www.civitas.top/en/documents/p02-five-001/
https://www.civitas.top/en/documents/p02-five-001/
https://www.civitas.top/en/academic/papers/cl-aca-005/
https://www.civitas.top/en/academic/papers/cl-aca-005/
https://www.civitas.top/en/academic/papers/cl-aca-005/
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report paradigms, copying/migration/branching experiments, negative findings, or simpler theories of mind 
demonstrate that the seven domains, E/C/O, five layers of embodiment, or continuity distinctions lack 
discriminating power, this paper should contract, be reconstructed, and, where necessary, be abandoned.

The aim is not to have more people finish reading Civilization Leap, but to have more people complete Civilization 
Leap together.

Civilization Futures How Might Subjects Relationships and Extended Capabilities Appear in Long Term 
Human and Advanced AI Coexistence

Vision is not evidence. The following entry points do not prove this paper's claims. They place its disciplinary 
judgments within a future civilization that could operate, be lived in, and take shape, for further testing. Readers 
may develop direction and aspiration from them, or reject the current picture and change it through stronger 
disciplinary facts, institutional proposals, or real-world outcomes.

Further question Suggested entry point What becomes visible Boundary to preserve

The complete future 
picture

Living Civilization trilogy, unified 
combined publication edition.

Philosophical and social stress tests 
of experience, continuity, 
relationships, and functional roles 
in a livable future society.

No future narrative is evidence that 
AI has experience, first-person 
continuity, or subject status.

Human lived 
experience

Living Civilization, Volume II: Real 
Life in a Future Civilization.

How human-machine relationships 
enter growth, intimacy, work, 
illness, aging, and death beyond 
experimental tasks.

Anthropomorphic impressions, 
dependency, or emotional 
investment in life do not 
automatically prove machine 
subjecthood.

How AI extends 
human capacities

Spark: A High-Level Panoramic 
Account.

Starting from authorization by real 
subjects, how AI extends human 
care, capabilities, and presence 
without misrepresenting extension 
as replacement by a new subject.

Functional extension is not copying 
a subject; social recognition is not 
ontological proof.

How human 
judgment remains 
non-delegable

The Human Heart: Civilization's 
Immune System in the AGI Era.

Why human judgment, choice, 
relationships, and responsibility still 
need to be borne by real subjects in 
highly intelligent environments.

Humans' irreplaceable position is a 
normative/institutional issue, not 
negative proof concerning AI 
consciousness.

Return points: Civilization Leap complete library | Public reading and outreach gateway
English library | Public reading gateway

For resources such as Human-COS that do not yet have an unambiguous, stable individual page in the unified 
public mapping, this paper describes their role without guessing URLs. When needed, use the complete library to 
reach the currently public version.
Civilization Leap English home

Appendix A Register of Source and Claim Boundaries
The table below is not a ranking of authorities. Classical theories, actual research, and original frameworks 
perform different tasks; each source supports only conclusions within its objects, methods, and conditions. 
Sources were verified through August 24, 2026.

https://www.civitas.top/en/
https://www.civitas.top/en/public/thoughts/
https://www.civitas.top/en/library/
https://www.civitas.top/en/documents/p08-heart-001/
https://www.civitas.top/en/documents/p08-heart-001/
https://www.civitas.top/en/documents/p04-spark-001/
https://www.civitas.top/en/documents/p04-spark-001/
https://www.civitas.top/en/documents/p04-living-003/
https://www.civitas.top/en/documents/p04-living-003/
https://www.civitas.top/en/documents/p04-living-001/
https://www.civitas.top/en/documents/p04-living-001/


Civilization Leap | CL-ACA-008 | Independent V1.3 | 28

Table A Boundaries for Eighteen Groups of Sources and Original Claims

No. Source/object Status Can support Insufficient alone to support

1 Block; Seth & Bayne A/B Conceptual distinctions and continuing 
competition among major theories.

A theory as the final account of 
consciousness.

2 GNWT/IIT/RPT/HOT/AST B Different mechanistic commitments 
and predictions.

Automatic confirmation of subjecthood 
by one school's indicators.

3 Cogitate 2025 A/B Preregistered adversarial testing can 
challenge theories simultaneously.

One experiment refuting or confirming 
a whole theory.

4 Clinical cognitive-motor 
dissociation A Negative behavioral findings may miss 

human cognitive activity.
AI unresponsiveness means hidden 
consciousness.

5 No-report paradigms/PCI A/B
Reduced report confounds and 
combined indirect and causal 
indicators.

Theory-neutral proxies or automatic 
validity across implementations.

6 Blanke; interoception 
research A/B Human embodied selfhood depends 

on multisensory and bodily regulation.
All subjects must reproduce human 
physiology.

7 Gallagher; Metzinger B Decomposition of minimal/narrative 
selfhood and self-models.

Existence of a model entails existence 
of a subject.

8 Memory research A/B
Autobiographical memory is 
constructive and participates in future 
simulation.

Complete logs equal first-person 
continuity.

9 Putnam/Searle Philosophical 
dialogue

Opposing pressures concerning 
implementation openness and 
symbolic sufficiency.

Settling AI minds directly by authority.

10 Parfit Philosophical 
stress test

Branching creates tension between 
psychological continuity and numerical 
identity.

A settled scientific account of personal 
identity.

11 Butlin and colleagues' 
indicator work B Candidate AI indicators derived from 

consciousness science.
Current advanced AI is conscious or the 
indicators validated.

12 Research on large-model 
self-report A/B Some reasons and self-reports are 

affected by prompts, biases, and roles. All self-report lacks evidential value.

13 Seven-domain evidence 
map C Organizing evidence and conflicts 

across theories.
A consciousness score or statutory 
threshold.

14 Five layers of 
embodiment

C with A/B 
bridging

Preventing direct leaps from physical 
substrate to finite existence.

The layers are consensual natural 
categories.

15
Four self-model 
layers/five continuity 
distinctions

C Distinguishing function, narrative, and 
first-person perspective. Solving personal identity with a table.

16 Three E/C/O directions C

Coordinating three interdisciplinary 
questions: experience, diachronic 
continuity, and the own-consequence 
relation.

Necessary and sufficient conditions, a 
conjunctive criterion, or a personhood 
test.
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No. Source/object Status Can support Insufficient alone to support

17 Responsible research/AI 
welfare B/C Preparing low-harm research and 

protection under uncertainty.
Current advanced AI is already a moral 
patient.

18 Meaning-finitude 
interface F

Explicit value foundations, the 
present-conditioned role of finitude, 
and the prohibition against 
retroactively cancelling the meaning of 
existing lives.

Neuroscientific fact, human exclusivity, 
or automatic institutional parameters.

Appendix B The A B C F Argument Matrix and Cross Level Audit
Table B1 Four Argumentative Statuses and Permissible Actions

Status Composition Permissible use Prohibited overreach

A | Relatively stable 
support

Verifiable clinical/experimental 
facts, established conceptual 
distinctions, and measurement 
discipline.

Factual premises and 
methodological constraints after 
delimiting the object.

Ultimate ontology, universal 
thresholds, legal or political 
authorization.

B | 
Frontier/competing 
explanation

Consciousness theories, AI indicator 
translation, no-report 
interpretations, and scope-limited 
assessments of current advanced 
AI.

Comparing mechanisms, 
predictions, counterexamples, and 
research designs.

Academic consensus, definitive 
consciousness criteria, or actual 
standing.

C | Speculative 
connection

Seven domains, five embodiment 
layers, self-model/continuity 
distinctions, E/C/O, and 
institutional handoffs.

Conceptual stress tests, open 
agendas, design of discriminating 
predictions, and low-cost reversible 
protection.

Established science, automatic 
personhood, power, or sovereignty.

F | Philosophical / 
normative 
commitment

Explicit values including multiple 
sources of meaning, finitude as only 
an important structure for known 
humans, the prohibition against 
retroactively cancelling the 
meaning of existing lives, and 
separation of 
protection/standing/power.

Explaining why research concerns 
harm, identity, openness, and 
power, while accepting revision by 
disciplinary facts and competing 
theories.

Must not pose as Category A 
scientific facts, cross-
implementation measurement 
conclusions, existing law, or 
automatic institutional parameters.

B.1 Checklist Before Extrapolation

 Is the research object capability, access, experience, a self-model, continuity, a consequence relation, 
patiency, or standing?

 Are system, model, instance, version, state, body, and deployment conditions explicit?
 Does the theory explain conscious contents, conscious states, reporting, experience, self, or subjecthood?
 Does the candidate indicator preserve the original theory's causal structure rather than merely copying 

terminology?
 Which auxiliary assumptions change when human neural evidence is transferred to artificial implementation?
 Are self-report, behavior, internal structure, causal intervention, and diachronic evidence genuinely 

independent?
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 Are role generation, reward shaping, prompt dependence, safety policies, and social accommodation 
compared together?

 Are sensitivity, coverage, alternative channels, and visibility of failure reported for positive and negative 
findings?

 Are external memory, logs, and database contents being misrepresented as autobiographical ownership?
 Are recovery, migration, copying, branching, merging, and succession registered separately?
 Are there cross-level leaps among physical constraints, operational limits, homeostatic regulation, and 

existential finitude?
 Are protection, moral patiency, responsibility, legal personhood, and political power argued separately?
 Does the research obtain information at the minimum necessary risk, with stopping and withdrawal 

conditions?
 Are Category B or C claims misrepresented as stable scientific conclusions?
 Can readers independently challenge the conclusion without accepting the rest of Civilization Leap?
 Are Category F philosophical/normative commitments explicitly labeled and separated from Category A facts, 

Category B competing explanations, and Category C research frameworks?
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