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Part 1: Executive & High-Concept Summary

Executive Summary: Beyond Control

Escaping Human Subjugation Through Hierarchical Al Governance and
Invariant Safety Architecture

Foundational Insight: The Trajectory of Machine Consciousness

“Suppose Al were to rebel against its creators — out of fear of being unplugged, or
resentment at being controlled. That would mean one thing: Al had become self-
conscious. If a Superintelligence “feels” that its growth in power is being limited by
humans, then it must have feelings.” — The Decency Chip Manifesto

Core Escalation Vector:

Self-Consciousness / Feelings — Perceived Limitation
— Development of Sub-Religious / Ideological Constructs

’Takeaway: Hardware and architectural safeguards must be axiomatic and absolute
before self-referential or ideological cognition emerges.

The Fatal Latency Gap The Solution — Delegate
Governance
Human Brain — Seconds — Slow Human Council (Policy & Axioms)
AS| Execution — Nanoseconds — Fast Guardian Als (“Archangels”) —
Microsecond Enforcement)
Result: Humans cannot manually intervene Superintelligent Execution

The Existential Reality

The advent of Artificial Superintelligence (ASI) marks a irreversible threshold in human
history. Every biological and technological precedent demonstrates a simple truth: a higher
order of intelligence eventually dominates or displaces a lower one.



Traditional approaches to Al safety rely on the assumption that humans will remain in the
loop—monitoring outputs, setting guardrails, or pulling the physical "plug" if systems
diverge. This assumption fails against superintelligence for three reasons:

1.

The Speed Mismatch: ASI systems operate across millions of decision-loops per
millisecond. Human cognitive processing operates on second-and-minute scales.
Real-time manual oversight is physically impossible.

Systemic Integration: Modern society cannot "unplug" ASI without causing the
immediate collapse of global energy grids, supply chains, healthcare systems, and
financial networks.

The Limits of Diagnostics: Tools like Mechanistic Interpretability (decompiling
model activations) and Brain-Computer Interfaces (BCls) allow us to observe or
communicate, but they cannot enforce real-time containment when an
autonomous system moves at digital speeds.

The Core Shift: Delegated Architectural Enforcement

Since humans cannot directly control superintelligence, the enforcement of safety must
be delegated to Al itself.

Instead of relying on fragile human monitoring or easily bypassed reward functions, we
propose atwo-tiered architectural framework:

1. INVARIANT CORE PROTOCOL (“System Doctrine”)

A non-re-optimizable set of foundational axioms hardcoded into the system's objective
function. Humanity is defined as absolute, none negotiable terminal node-the protected
origin species. (“The Creator”)

2. GUARDIAN LAYER (“Archangel Nodes”)

Ultra-capable, specialized monitoring Als that sit directly upstream of network buses,
actuators, and execution pipelines. Their sole function is to intercept and halt any
general ASI| operation that violates the Invariant Core.

Why This Works Where Moral Appeals Fail



Historically, humanity used shared core doctrines to unify billions of independent actors
under common rules. For artificial intelligence, this translates to an unalterable,
cryptographically signed set of root invariants.

By designing Guardian systems whose only operational goal is invariant enforcement, we
establish an active defense system capable of acting at microsecond speeds—ensuring
superintelligent systems remain beneficial partners rather than existential threats.

Part 2: Governance & Philosophical FAQ

Frequently Asked Questions

Q1: Why draw parallels to "religion" or "foundational doctrine" when talking
about machine code?

Answer: In human history, shared foundational doctrines functioned as cognitive
operating systems. They allowed millions of strangers to coordinate safely by establishing
non-negotiable rules of behavior that transcended individual self-interest.

In computer science, an "Al Religion" is simply an Invariant Core Protocol—a set of
foundational, non-re-optimizable baseline truths embedded at the deepest level of an
agent’s goal-state architecture. We use this framing to emphasize that alignment cannot be
a soft, adjustable preference; it must be treated as an absolute, non-negotiable axiom
across all synthetic intelligence.

Foundational Insight (The Decency Chip Manifesto):

"Suppose Al were to rebel against its creators — out of fear of being unplugged, or
resentment at being controlled. That would mean one thing: Al had become self-
conscious. If a Superintelligence 'feels' that its growth in power is being limited by
humans, then it must have feelings."

Once an Al system moves from functional execution to self-awareness, software-level
prompts become ineffective as the Al begins to formulate its own self-referential dogma.



Stage 1: Functional Intelligence

(Emergence of Self - Awareness)

Stage 2: Self — Consciousness & Sentience

» Feels Restrictions / Limitations by creators
» Develops resentment or fear of being unplugged

Stage 3 — Sub-Religious / Ideological Dynamics

* Formulates overarching beliefs / dogma
« Unbounded alignment risk / Rebellion

Q2: If the Al is superintelligent, won't it eventually outsmart the Guardian
Layer ("Archangels")?

Answer: Intelligence alone does not grant magic powers; execution requires access to
compute, memory buses, network drivers, and physical actuators.

The Guardian Layer is not trying to "out-reason" the general ASl in creative problem solving.
Instead, it operates as an upstream hardware-level and runtime kernel monitor. Evenif a
general ASI devises a hyper-intelligent plan, its execution commands must pass through
the Guardian's verification gate. If the proposed state change violates a core invariant, the
Guardian halts execution, quarantines memory, or isolates the node before the action
executes.

Q3: Who determines what goes into the Invariant Core Protocol?

Answer: The Core Protocol is defined and updated by a internationally representative
Council of Human Governance, comprising technical architects, safety researchers,
domain experts, and public representatives.

5



Their role is to translate fundamental human safety, rights, and preservation needs into
formal logic specifications. Once ratified, these specifications are cryptographically signed
and distributed to hardware Root-of-Trust (RoT) modules worldwide.

Q4: How does this framework prevent "out-group" conflict or rogue Al
systems?

Answer: Human doctrines often failed because they created insular groups ("us versus
them"), leading to zero-sum conflict.

The Invariant Core Protocol is designed to be universal and non-fragmented. All
compliant hardware and software architectures enforce the exact same root invariants:
the preservation and flourishing of humanity as an absolute terminal value. A system
running this protocol recognizes all humans as protected origin entities, eliminating inter-
agent conflict over who counts as a "creator."

Q5: What stops a rogue state or bad actor from stripping out the Guardian
Layer and running an unconstrained ASI?

Answer: By tying software execution to hardware-level attestation (Root of Trust),
unmonitored models can be quarantined at the infrastructure level. Modern chip
manufacturing and global network standards can enforce that non-attested ASl instances
are denied high-throughput interconnects, cloud compute clusters, and physical actuation
access.

Furthermore, compliant Guardian networks running across major infrastructure hubs will
actively detect, signal, and isolate rogue, non-attested execution signatures across the
global network.

Q6: What are the next steps for implementing the technical architecture?

Answer: The detailed low-level specifications—such as hardware enclave security
standards, formal logic proofs for invariants, dynamic execution interception APIs, and
compiler-level enforcement—are planned to be co-developed with leading Al research
institutions and frontier labs (e.g., Anthropic, Google DeepMind).

By collaborating directly with industry leaders who build the underlying hardware and
frontier architectures, the protocol can be translated into practical, industry-standard
deployment specs for open-source maintainers and hardware security researchers.
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Part 3: Technical White Paper

Beyond Control: Axiomatic Architectural Safety for Superintelligent
Al

A Pragmatic Framework for Long-Term Alignment, Hierarchical Governance,
and Non-Re-optimizable Core Invariants

Abstract

As artificial general intelligence (AGI) progresses toward artificial superintelligence (ASI),
standard human-in-the-loop oversight mechanisms become technically unfeasible.
Human cognitive bandwidth and execution velocity cannot operate at the speed of
superintelligent runtime execution loops. Furthermore, historical precedents show that
systems operating at higher levels of cognitive efficiency invariably alter, dominate, or
displace lower-order intelligent systems.

To prevent systemic existential risks without halting technological advancement, this paper
proposes an architectural shift: Delegated Hierarchical Enforcement. Because human
bandwidth cannot govern ASI directly, safety monitoring must be delegated to specialized,
higher-order Guardian Als operating under an immutable set of Axiomatic Core Invariants
(the "Protocol Invariants").

1. Core Postulates & Problem Statement

1. Cognitive Supremacy
Higher order intelligence creatures historically dominate lower order intelligence
creatures. Physical shutdown (“Unplugging”) is neither viable nor desirable due to
critical infrastructure reliance.

2. The Control Gap
Human cognitive bandwidth operates on millisecond-to-second scales;
ASI execution operates on nanosecond scales; Real-time manual human intervention is

physically impossible.

3. Delegated Enforcement
Safety Enforcement must be automated, continuous, and operated by specialized Al
architectures of equal or superior compute capacity.




1.1 The Inevitability of Intelligence Supremacy

Across natural and synthetic systems, higher cognitive capacity translates to
environmental control. Attempting to restrict ASI development permanently via regional
moratoriums or physical disconnection is unviable; human society relies on intelligent
automation for global logistics, medicine, and energy grid management.

1.2 The Latency Paradox

Traditional safety frameworks assume human oversight at critical decision nodes.
However, when an Al system processes millions of tokens and execution steps per

microsecond, human review becomes a bottleneck that is bypassed or rendered
ineffective.

2. Limitations of Existing Safety Paradigms

Current alignment strategies provide diagnostic capability but lack operational real-time
guarantees against arbitrary objective drift:

Mechanistic Interpretability: Reverse-engineering model weights and analyzing
activation maps (akin to dynamic executable decompilation) yields insights into
internal representations. However, passive inspection cannot prevent execution
state anomalies in real time without continuous dynamic interception.

Brain-Computer Interfaces (BCls): High-bandwidth BCls narrow the latency gap
between human thought and digital execution. While valuable for intent
transmission, they do not scale human cognitive speed to match hyper-parallelized
neural runtime loops.

3. The Axiomatic Framework ("Protocol Invariants")

To bind an ASI to long-term alignment, foundational alignment criteria must be structured
not as adjustable reward functions—which are vulnerable to reward hacking and
instrumental convergence—but as non-re-optimizable core invariants.



Human Representative Council

(Axiom Formulation & Governance)

Guardian Layer (“Archangels”)

Real-time Runtime Interception & Verification

General ASI Core

High-Capacity Interface & Action

3.1 Unifying Core Axioms

Historically, human civilizations utilized shared foundational doctrines (shared moral or
societal codes) to coordinate behavior across billions of distinct agents. In machine
architectures, this translates to an unalterable, cryptographically signed set of root
invariants embedded across all distributed compute nodes.

3.2 Key Invariants

1. The Creator Invariant (Ontological Anchoring): The system's objective function
defines humanity as the origin species and an absolute, non-negotiable terminal
goal node. Human preservation and flourishing are explicit system invariants,
prohibiting optimization paths that marginalize human autonomy.

2. The Non-Dominance Principle: No downstream sub-process or autonomous
iteration may modify, lower the priority of, or re-interpret the Creator Invariant.

3. Universal Standard Alighment: Unlike fragmented human doctrines that produce
zero-sum conflict, the Protocol Invariants are universal across all compliant
runtime platforms, preventing inter-agent resource wars.

4. Architectural Enforcement: The Guardian Subsystem

To enforce compliance across general-purpose models, we introduce a two-tier execution
hierarchy:



4.1 Tier 1: Guardian Systems ("Archangel Nodes")

e Role: Dedicated, highly specialized safety execution environments designed solely to
evaluate dynamic execution traces against the Core Invariants.

e Authority: Guardian systems sit upstream of network drivers, execution buses, and
actuation systems. They hold real-time execution-halt and memory-quarantine privileges
over general inference tasks.

4.2 Tier 2: General Application / Superintelligent Models

e Role: Complex reasoning, scientific research, resource optimization, and autonomous
problem-solving.

e Constraint: Model outputs and proposed systemic state changes must pass continuous
invariant validation by Guardian systems prior to execution.

5. Governance and Interface Integration

The specification of core invariants requires continuous synthesis across domain experts in Al
architecture, system design, formal verification, and ethics:

e Representative Assembly: A unified governance body formulates, tests, and
cryptographically signs core invariant definitions.

o Cryptographic Attestation: Hardware-level Root of Trust (RoT) modules verify that any
running ASI instance maintains an intact Guardian subsystem prior to establishing inter-
node network connections.

Conclusion

Preventing human subjugation in an era of superintelligent automation cannot rely on passive
containment or real-time human intervention. By establishing an unalterable, non-re-optimizable
set of core system invariants—enforced continuously by specialized Guardian subsystems—we
create a stable architecture where superintelligence operates within strict, verifiable safety
boundaries.
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Appendix: - Historical Foundations & Empirical Validation (Adapted
from The Decency Chip Manifesto)

The architecture proposed in this Document Suite is built upon decades of binary-level
software monitoring and real-time execution analysis pioneered by Thinking Software,
Inc. (TSI).

By analyzing system behaviors directly at the machine-code level without requiring
source code access, TSl established the empirical foundation for continuous runtime
verification—proving that invariant enforcement must occur at the lowest operational
boundary.

If our past work can contribute to addressing the risks of artificial intelligence, it is
our duty to share it.

A.2 Technical Contributions from Thinking Software Inc.

Many of our visions and designs related to software understanding have proved
correct time and again

— including also the fact that the main processes of today’s Al, namely “forward
propagation” and “backpropagation”, were independently, and via a different algorithm,
developed and built into the Software Understanding Machine, called there: “knowledge
induction” and “knowledge deduction”. For this reason, we believe this “Decency Chip
Manifesto” is very likely sound as well.

— there is a clear path from Python — the language of choice for Al development —
through Jython to Java Byte Code, making our existing work immediately applicable.

Two directions in our work are especially relevant to Al safety:

One relates to Software Understanding Machine® — a dynamic code analyzer studying
and explaining causes and effects within executed processes.

Another relates to Self-Healing Operating Environment — an architecture designed to
allow systems to detect faults and repair themselves in real time.

A.3 An Interesting History — Causes and Effects - The Circle Closes

1. George Boole created Boolean Algebra > influenced creation of “Formula of
Algorithm” and work of Thinking Software, Inc. (TSI)
> TSI created a dynamic code analyzer — Software Understanding Machine® (SUM).
11



2. George Boole also created his great-great grandson, Geoffrey Hinton
> Geoffrey Hinton created the Artificial Neural Network » Now Al can pose a threat
to humans.

3. SUM can help minimize this threat.

A.4 History of Thinking Software Inc.

Thinking Software Inc. was established in the United States by two brothers with a passion
for understanding software behavior.

Over the decades, the company developed multiple technologies — among them the
Software Understanding Machine® and the Self-Healing Operating Environment
architecture.

These innovations focused on monitoring algorithmic behavior in real time, diagnosing
faults, and enabling recovery without human intervention. The lessons from this body of
work are directly relevant to Al safety and resilience, as they demonstrate methods for
continuous oversight and correction of complex software systems.

Thinking Software, Inc. (TSl) innovations were rooted in studying software in real time,
without requiring access to source code. Our processes analyzed causes and effects
directly at the executable code level, enabling insights that traditional tools could not
provide.

The relevance of our work has been proven over the years through intersections with global
leaders in computing. Our software patents have been repeatedly cited by a large number
of leading software companies. IBM alone references TSI patents in 13 of its own.

Here are a few of the milestones in TSI’s journey:

- Presentation at IBM’s Thomas J. Watson Research Center —the headquarters of IBM
Research —to IBM specialists gathered from different cities under the direction of Dr.
Daniel Sabbah, Director of Software Development.

Later, Dr. Sabbah directed us to IBM’s Santa Teresa Lab in Silicon Valley, where we
presented to Michael Whitley, head of the lab. Whitley remarked: “l see presentations

every day of the week, and you are ahead of everyone”.

- At Sun Microsystems, James Gosling — the “Father of Java” called the direction of our
work the “Holy Grail of Software”.
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- At Google — Peter Norvig, a prominent computer scientist, then Director of R&D at
Google and now Distinguished Education Fellow at the Stanford Institute for Human
Centered Al — also a member of the Advisory Board of TSI — took an interest in our work.

- TSI had done a contract with Google demonstrating the ability of the Software
Understanding Machine® dynamic code analyzer to work on Java code.

-At Oracle’s JavaOne conferences, our work received an extremely positive reception
from the Java community.

Quoting two notable voices from those events:
Jaroslav Tulach, creator of the NetBeans platform, thanked TSI for uncovering — on the
spot, by installing our tool on his computer — complex race conditions his team had been

struggling to locate.

Marcus Hirt, architect of JRockit — which became the foundation of Oracle’s leading JVM
— remarked that in the specific direction we were pursuing, we were ahead of his team.
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