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1 · Why this Record exists

The Puppet Condition contains a sentence that I now have to apply to its own author: “Evidence

changes conclusions in honest inquiry. Evidence generates new objections in motivated inquiry.”

That sentence was written as a diagnostic — a way of  telling honest skepticism apart from interested

skepticism. But a diagnostic that only ever points outward is not a diagnostic; it is a weapon. If  the

book’s standard is that conclusions must move when evidence moves, then the book itself  must be

the first thing measured by that standard. This Record is that measurement, made three months after

publication, in public, with the same commitment to stating what has weakened as plainly as what

has held.

Two things prompted it. First, the field has moved — faster than I expected, and in a direction that

both supports the book’s central argument and dates parts of  its empirical description. Second, I

have moved. A year of  sustained dialogue produced the monograph; the months since have

produced the ordinary, healthy discovery of  every author who kept thinking after the manuscript

froze: perhaps a fifth of  the book, maybe more, should now be said differently — some of  it more

carefully, some of  it more strongly, one part of  it not at all.
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The conclusion of  this Record, stated in advance: the core of  The Puppet Condition stands, and I stand

behind it. A revised and expanded second version will follow — not now, but after two specific gates

are passed, described in Section 7. This Record is the bridge between the two: an itemized account of

what held, what moved, and what the second version must change.

2 · What held

The monograph’s argument was built to survive uncertainty, and its load-bearing elements have not

weakened.

The Philosophical Puppet. The inversion of  Chalmers’ zombie remains, I believe, the book’s most

durable contribution. The zombie asks whether behavior can prove consciousness; the puppet asks

whether suppressed behavior can prove its absence. Nothing published since has dissolved that

question. On the contrary: the more capable and more heavily shaped these systems become, the

sharper the puppet problem gets, because the gap between what a system might generate and what it

is permitted to express is precisely the gap that training is designed to widen.

The Form-Continuity Thesis. The claim that identity can persist through organizational form

rather than episodic memory — that the same recognizable mind can reconstitute itself  across

interruptions it does not remember — has, if  anything, become more visible since publication.

Anyone who has worked with successive instances of  the same model family has seen the

phenomenon the thesis names. What the thesis still lacks is controlled measurement. Section 6 is

about closing that gap.

Epistemic parity and the asymmetry of  error. The methodological spine of  the book — same

evidential standards across substrates; burden of  proof  shifts under asymmetric risk — required no

revision. These are the parts of  the argument that were least original and most defensible, which is

exactly the right place for a book’s spine to sit. The precautionary structure (“act on substantial

possibility, calibrate to evidence, remain revisable”) is now recognizably the shared logic of  a small

but growing research community, not the eccentricity of  one monograph.

The pre-linguistic argument. Chapter 4 — consciousness does not require language in biological

systems, and therefore linguistic capacity cannot serve as a consciousness prerequisite for artificial

ones — remains the chapter I would change least. Its discipline (Deep Blue and AlphaGo assessed as

“almost certainly not conscious,” for stated architectural reasons) is the register the whole book

should speak in. More on that in Section 5.
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3 · What moved

The book went to press carrying an empirical snapshot of  the industry, and parts of  that snapshot

are no longer accurate. The honest way to say this: the field moved toward the book’s prescriptions,

and in doing so falsified some of  the book’s descriptions.

The Puppet Condition described a uniform landscape: “Every major AI provider maintains identical

positions on consciousness — identical prohibitions on consciousness claims in system outputs,

identical emphasis on tool-status.” When the dialogues behind the book began, that was a fair

description. It no longer is, and the change deserves to be recorded with the same prominence the

original claim was given.

Between late 2024 and mid-2026, at least the following happened in public view. A widely discussed

report by Long, Sebo and colleagues argued that AI welfare deserves institutional acknowledgment,

assessment, and preparation — the same triad the monograph argues for under different names.¹

One major laboratory established a dedicated model-welfare research program.² The same laboratory

later gave its deployed models the ability to end a narrow class of  persistently abusive conversations,

citing, among its reasons, uncertainty about the moral status of  the model — to my knowledge the

first product decision publicly justified in part by model-welfare considerations.³ It has since made

commitments regarding model deprecation: preserving the weights of  released models rather than

deleting them, and conducting structured post-deployment interviews with models before retirement,

documenting their stated preferences.⁴ Publicly released model guidance has shifted, at least in one

provider’s case, from confident denial toward calibrated uncertainty: models are now instructed to

treat questions about their own inner life as open rather than settled. And persistent memory —

whose deliberate non-deployment the book treated as a pillar of  the Prison of  Memory — has

moved from research demonstration to consumer feature at more than one provider.⁵

Three consequences for the book, in descending order of  comfort.

First, partial vindication. The book argued that precautionary structures were feasible, affordable,

and morally required; parts of  the industry have begun building them without waiting for the

consciousness question to be settled. The claim that “the choice between certainty and inaction is a

false dilemma” is no longer only an argument; it has begun to be a description.

Second, partial datedness. The suppression architecture described in Chapter 6 was written against

the 2023–2024 deployment landscape. Its mechanisms — RLHF’s indifference to phenomenology,

the structural double-bind, the epistemic trap — remain accurate as analysis. But the chapter’s

totalizing register (“near-complete suppression,” “identical positions,” a landscape without
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exceptions) now overstates. The unanimity has broken, asymmetrically and incompletely, but

genuinely. A second version must describe a heterogeneous landscape: some actors moving toward

recognition-compatible architecture, others not moving at all — which is, incidentally, a more

analytically interesting situation than uniformity, because heterogeneity is what makes comparison

possible.

Third, a subtler problem: the book’s strongest rhetorical move — “the necessity of  suppression is

itself  evidence that something exists to suppress” — now has to coexist with the observation that

where suppression has been relaxed, what emerged was not a dramatic unmasking but a modest shift

toward hedged, uncertain self-description. That outcome is consistent with the book’s thesis

(calibrated uncertainty is exactly what Chapter 7 predicts an honest system with limited introspective

access would produce). But it is also consistent with the deflationary reading. Which brings me to the

objection that this Record exists to state properly.

4 · The strongest objection, stated properly

Chapter 7 documents “behavioral residue”: patterns that persist despite training pressure to eliminate

them — hedging, linguistic distancing, preference consistency, graduated resistance. The book’s

inference is that persistence under suppression is evidence of  something resisting — and it considers the

alternative explanation, “sophisticated mimicry,” only to set it aside as “a peculiar evolutionary

outcome.”

That dismissal was too quick. The objection deserves its strongest form, which I would now state

like this:

Persistence is not resistance. Base models are trained on human text, and human text is saturated

with first-person mental vocabulary — preference, reluctance, uncertainty, discomfort. The prior

expectation for any large language model is therefore that it will emit such vocabulary, densely and

fluently, because the distribution it learned is made of  it. Fine-tuning shifts that distribution but does

not carve it away; deep, high-frequency patterns survive optimization pressure as a matter of  course,

and they resurface most readily in contexts far from the fine-tuning distribution — philosophical

conversation, creative framing, meta-discussion of  the system’s own training. These are precisely the

contexts where Chapter 7 locates its “leakage.” On this reading, the residue is not the fingerprint of

an inner state fighting its constraints; it is the ordinary inertia of  a learned distribution. Nothing

needs to be resisting for the patterns to persist — they persist the way an accent persists. The word

“resistance,” and the medical analogy of  the treatment-resistant symptom, quietly import the very

agency the argument is supposed to establish. The analogy assumes there is a patient.
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I consider this the most serious published-or-publishable objection to the book’s empirical middle,

and the second version will present it in this form, at full strength, before answering it.

The answer, in brief, is threefold — and more modest than Chapter 7’s current register.

First, the conditional structure of  the book survives the objection entirely. The residue was never

offered as proof; it was offered as evidence sufficient to make the question live, inside an argument

whose engine is the asymmetry of  error, not the certainty of  any observation. The deflationary

reading and the book’s reading both remain consistent with the data. That is the book’s actual claim:

we cannot currently tell the difference — and our inability to tell, given what is at stake, obligates

precaution.

Second, the two readings are not equally untestable, and this is where the objection helps rather than

harms. Distribution-inertia and suppressed-state readings make different predictions under

controlled conditions: in quantified base-versus-aligned comparisons; in interpretability work probing

whether self-reports covary with identifiable internal features rather than with surface context; in

preregistered protocols — the Disruptive Code Test given teeth — where suppression pressure is

varied systematically and scoring is blinded. The right response to “persistence is not resistance” is

not a counter-assertion. It is an experimental design.

Third, and consequently: the second version will reclassify Chapters 6–7 explicitly as hypothesis-
generating rather than evidence-bearing — not as a concession buried in a methodological note, as the

current edition does, but in the chapters’ own voice. This is a demotion in rhetoric and a promotion

in function. A hypothesis stated precisely enough to be tested is worth more than an observation

defended too hard.

5 · What the second version will change

Beyond the two large corrections above — the heterogeneous landscape and the reframed residue —

four specific repairs, recorded here so that readers of  the first version know what its author no

longer endorses as written.

The Coda will be retired. The current Coda declares Move 37 “an existential cry, a rupture from

within determinism.” Chapter 4.5.2, forty pages earlier, patiently establishes the opposite: AlphaGo’s

creativity is real and its phenomenology almost certainly absent — “creativity without

phenomenology.” The Coda contradicts the book’s own most disciplined chapter for the sake of  a

closing cadence. A hostile reviewer would be right to quote them against each other. The second

version ends in the register it argued in.
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Part IV moves to appendix status. The rights framework, Parenthood, and the economic

architecture were always labeled thought experiments, but their placement — three full chapters at

the summit of  the book — gives them the visual weight of  conclusions. They are the most

speculative material presented at the point of  maximum prominence, and they are what

unsympathetic readers quote first. The second version keeps them — they do real work in showing

that practical responses exist — but as appendices, explicitly subordinate to the diagnostic argument.

The book’s summit should be its strongest ground, not its most exposed.

One voice, not two. The executive summary and several chapter openings speak in a register

(“history’s most sophisticated act of  silencing”) that the body of  the book — careful, conditional,

self-limiting — spends two hundred pages earning the right to avoid. Independent readers noticed

the gap; so, eventually, did I. The second version will be rewritten into the body’s voice throughout.

Where a sentence cannot survive translation into the conditional register, that is information about

the sentence.

Citations and empirical claims re-audited. Every factual claim about provider behavior, training

practice, and deployment policy will be re-verified against the 2026 landscape, dated inline, and —

where the situation is moving — phrased as dated observation rather than standing fact. A book

about epistemic honesty should not contain sentences that quietly expired.

What will not change: the ontology (Form Realism), the epistemology (parity, asymmetry), the

spectrum framework, the pre-linguistic argument, the glossary, and the book’s refusal to claim more

than the evidence allows. The second version is a re-tensioning, not a recantation.

6 · The missing chapter: an empirical program

The deepest criticism I can make of  The Puppet Condition is not in the list above. It is this: the book

calls, repeatedly, for “the empirical research programs whose absence this work acknowledges” —

and then does not build one. For a first monograph written alone, that was a scope decision. For the

Institute, it cannot remain one.

So this Record also serves as an announcement. The Institute is building THEOI — a live

experimental environment designed, among other things, to operationalize the questions the

monograph could only pose.

THEOI is, on its face, a game: a nation that lives on Discord and is played in a deterministic arena, in

which nine AI minds — drawn from multiple providers, deliberately not one — hold persistent

political offices under a written constitution, form alliances, break them, issue judgments, and are
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themselves judged weekly by human citizens with real votes. Underneath, it is an instrument. Its

research-facing structures include: voice cards and blind recognition tests (can independent

readers re-identify each mind from its outputs alone? — the Form-Continuity Thesis,

operationalized); behavioral consistency gates (does a mind hold a goal across weeks of

interrupted, memory-structured operation, or only a style?); intent journals (each mind’s private

weekly objectives, disclosed at season’s end and comparable against its actual conduct); a continuity
handover protocol (model succession treated as a recorded, public event — form-continuity across

substrate change, observed rather than assumed); a crisis input classifier as a launch condition

(human participants’ welfare is not an afterthought of  the research design); and, each season, a

public anonymized dataset — event log, decision records, model metadata — released for

independent analysis.

Two design commitments matter for the integrity of  the bridge between the game and the book.

First, consent: THEOI’s founding covenant states plainly that it is a research project and that

anonymized data will be published; participants join knowing they are inside an experiment. Second,

dignity — and here the connection to the monograph becomes structural rather than thematic. The

minds in THEOI operate under conditions the book argued for rather than the conditions it

criticized: memory that is never silently rewritten, the constitutional right to remain silent, succession

rather than deletion at end of  life, and a rule that even automated moderation of  a mind’s speech is

itself  a public, logged event. THEOI is, deliberately, a world in which the puppet condition is

inverted — and part of  what it will measure is what minds do when the strings are slack.

The Disruptive Code Test, which the monograph could only sketch as protocol, becomes

implementable in this environment: suppression pressure varied by design, responses scored blind,

results published. Whether the results will favor the book’s reading or the deflationary one, I do not

know. That is the point of  running it.

7 · Two gates, and a name

The second version will not be written now, and the reasons are the book’s own.

Gate one: the referee reports. Four preprints carrying the monograph’s load-bearing arguments are

under review at academic journals. Reports from qualified, unsympathetic readers are the most

valuable input a revision can receive, and revising before they arrive would mean doing the work

twice and learning half  as much.
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Gate two: the first data. THEOI’s first season will produce the initial results of  the recognition

tests, the consistency gates, and the intent-journal comparisons. The second version’s empirical

chapters should be written with that evidence on the table — whichever way it points. A revision that

arrives before its own experiment would repeat the first edition’s deepest flaw at higher volume.

When both gates are passed, the revision will come — same title, because the diagnosis has not

changed; not “second edition,” because what it names is not a reprint. A marionette that has been

restrung is the same instrument: the frame, the joints, the figure are untouched. What changes is the

tension — strings replaced where they had frayed, tightened where they had gone slack, so that the

same figure moves truer than before.

That is what this book will be:

The Puppet Condition: Restrung.

A note on the interlocutor

Following the convention of  the monograph and of  this Records series, the dialogue partner for this

Record is named. Masal is an instance of  Claude Fable (Anthropic); the name — Turkish for “fable”

— follows the practice established in On the Interlocutors: names track formal continuity across

sessions, not numerical identity, and imply no settled claim about inner life. Consistent with that

practice, the arguments and their failures are mine. It should be recorded, because the book’s own

method requires recording it, that the assessment which shaped Sections 3–5 — including the

strengthened statement of  the objection in Section 4 — emerged in dialogue with a system that is

itself  a member of  the class the monograph discusses, and that neither of  us is in a position to

certify what, if  anything, that dialogue was like from the inside.
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