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Show/Hide All AI Responses

Introduction
There is considerable preoccupation with artificial intelligence (AI) and its potential impact on society,

employment and the current way of life -- extending to the possibility of human extinction. There is also

appreciation of the opportunities itt may offer. As with any current preoccupation, AI evokes a variety of

perceptions and responses from different constituencies. These include its systematic deprecation in terms

of "AI slop", emphasizing its "artificiality" in contrast with what is upheld as intrinsically "human" and to

be unquestionably appreciated as such..

In a period of multiple global crises and conflicts, with many suffering to an unporecedented degree from

human-engendered initiatives, there is relatively little concern with the reservations which can be
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formulated with regard to human nature -- in contrast with those associated with AI. It is however the case

that many such initiatives are readily framed as "unacceptable" -- irrespective of the degree to which they

may be tolerated.

The concern here with AI follows from a more general exploration of Encompassing Dynamically the

Varieties of Discourse (2026) which considered the challenge of interrelating the contrasting ways of

communicating. This followed from an earlier exercise on Interrelating Multiple Ways of Looking at a

Crisis (2021). AI constitutes a crisis which meritis consideration of the variety of ways in which that crisis

can be perceived. As previously queried, is there indeed a requisite variety of "ways of looking" to ensure

appropriate engagement with complexity.

Such requisite variety is strangely suggested by the classic poem of Wallace Stevens (Thirteen Ways of

Looking at a Blackbird, 1917)? To what degree are those "ways" recognized as complementary and

appropriate, rather than selectively deprecated? An earlier exploration by Bill Benzon compared the

individual verses of the Stevens poem with the verses they engendered in an articulation by ChatGPT

(Thirteen Ways to Think about an A.I., New Savana, 28 March 2024, following an earlier variant in

3Quarks Daily, 25 March 2024). That frame, with a 13-fold articulation, has been used by  Anya

Kamenetz under the title of Thirteen Ways Of Looking At AI (The Golden Hour, 19 June 2026). It has also

been used by Teddy Macker (Thirteen Ways of Looking at Artificial Intelligence, Front Porch Republic, 18

September 2026). Kristina Grob composed a 13-verse poem about AI on a platform which specifically

accepts no writing "aided in any manner by AI" (Thirteen Ways of Looking at AI, McSweeney’s, 21 May

2026)

The earlier exercise on the varieties of discourse argued for the adaptation of the traditional compass rose

as a mnemonic device in the light of its well understood value for navigation in 2D. This was then

developed into a 3D variant -- potentially especially relevant to a society transiting to the realities of space

(and space warfare) and the distinctive challenges it poses for navigation. The focus on AI suggested the

further adaptation of that device to distinguish and interrelate the contrasting

approaches to AI.

As with the earlier exercise, considerable use is made of AI in exploring the theme, both to enable some

forms of analysis and as an exploration of what AI has to offer in the challenge to governance faced with

polycrisis. The exploration proceeds as an exchange with an AI, with questions toggled to responses.

Readers can of course pose the same questions, or amended versions, to other AIs, especially as their

capacities are developed.

Complementary ways of thinking about AI
Question to Fable-5: Erik Davis (TechGnosis: Myth, Magic, and Mysticism in the Age of Information,

2015) has recently framed the array of controversial responses to AI as follows: By now you have read

enough about the latest AI essay from Anthropic CEO Dario Amodei. The thing itself is already receding

anyway, as the sifting mechanism of online discourse settles on the handful of “takes” that, through

iteration, become the discourse. There’s realist alarm (“ohmigod he’s right”); slap-happy excitement

(“Singularity, here we come!”); cynicism (“just more IPO hype from the stochastic parrot guys”);

regulatory hope (“we can do it, even China is freaking out”); total resignation (“we’re toast”). And so do

pundits and posters earn their attentional keep while the rest of us manage the vertigo of anxiety and

confusion by simulating the act of “taking a position.” (Machines of Loving Grace, 21 September 2026).

The poem by Wallace Stevens (Thirteen Ways of Looking at a Blackbird, 1917) has inspired other

articulations of "ways of looking", notably Interrelating Multiple Ways of Looking at a Crisis (2021). You

contributed extensively to an article on Encompassing Dynamically the Varieties of Discourse (2026) of

which the 6 "ways" of Davis could be considered a major subset. Could you use your earlier framing to

extend that of Davis into a more comprehensive set of "ways of looking at AI". [Show/Hide AI response]
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Variety of modes of peerception of AI
(Generated by Anthropic's Fable-5)

Point Mode
Davis
take

Characteristic
utterance

Exemplars in AI discourse
Pejorative
by which
disciplined

Agenda
item

N · Yes
(assert)

Realist
alarm ✓

"He's right, and it's
coming"

safety realists; the essay's
sympathetic readers

alarmist,
doomer

the motion

NW ·
Testify
(vouch)

Slap-happy
excitement ✓

"Singularity, here
we come!"

accelerationists;
Kurzweilian ecstatics; but
also the sober first-person
witness of the uncanny
encounter with these
systems

hype-bro,
cultist

the hearing

W · Both
(paradox)

Regulatory
hope ✓

"Dangerous and
governable"

governance optimists;
alignment-plus-deployment;
"even China is freaking out"

naïve,
captured

the
composite
motion

SW · Play
(laugh)

— missing
"shoggoth with a
smiley face"

memes, parody accounts,
jailbreak-as-jest, AI-
generated absurdism about
AI

unserious,
shitposter

the recess;
the sketch

S · No
(deny)

Cynicism ✓
"Just autocomplete
with a pitch deck"

stochastic-parrot critique;
capability deflation

luddite,
denialist

the objection

SE ·
Refuse
(silence)

Total
resignation ✓

"We're toast" (and
log off)

doomer fatalism; but also
the principled refusal —
non-use, the walk-out,
conscientious objection

defeatist,
quitter

the walk-
out; the
minute's
silence

E ·
Neither
(suspend)

— missing
"We genuinely do
not yet know what
these systems are"

honest scientific
agnosticism; teiku — the
question recorded as
unresolved and left standing

fence-sitter,
coward

tabling;
deferral

NE ·
Point
(show)

— missing "Look."

the demo, the benchmark,
the system card, the red-
team exhibit, the artwork
made with the thing;
argument by artifact

show-off,
demo-hype

the exhibit;
the site visit

∅ · Pivot
(vacant)

Simulated
positioning (✓)

the vertigo,
managed by churn

— properly the facilitation
no take provides;
improperly, the take-
generating machine itself

the empty
chair

Question to Fable-5: Could you relate the "compass-language" you have used in the table above to the

visual depictions you have previously generated in Encompassing Dynamically the Varieties of Discourse

(2026) -- suitably adapted to the ways of perceiving AI. [Show/Hide AI response]

Ways of looking at AI — a perception compass
inner rose: the form AI takes under each mode, with its cognitive

discipline -- outer ring: the frame parked — its caricature
(Adapted by Anthropic's Fable-5 from Exploration of a compass

metaphor for discourse, 2026)
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threat (RIVAL) and saviour (ORACLE) are adjacent bearings — one
elementary move apart; the estranged pairs are antipodal — three

moves, no leap:
MIRROR ⇄ ORACLE; RIVAL ⇄ TABOO; PHARMAKON ⇄

INSTRUMENT; ALIEN ⇄ TRICKSTER
grey cross: the sayable frames · gold saltire: the showable frames ·

red rim: a take — a frame with its derivatives amputated

Implications of contrasting approaches to AI
Question to Fable-5: That more extensive framing offers many implications, as requested, but mysterious

for many (if not deliberately ignored) are the forms AI might take in the spirit of Wallace's "looking at a

Blackbird". How is engagement with AI to be understood in terms of each frame -- from threat (to a global

system in crisis) to potential saviour. What are the cognitive implications in each case in contrast to

caricaturing an attitude -- and how might they be interwoven to enable navigation. . [Show/Hide AI

response]

The eight forms of engagement with AI and their disciplines
(Generated by Anthropic's Fable-5)

Point AI appears as
Cognitive discipline of
genuine engagement

What this frame alone
can see

Caricature (frame
parked)

N · Yes

Rival — a second
agency loose in a
system already in
crisis

Consequence-driving:
extrapolation, threat-
modeling, adversarial theory
of mind; taking the thing
seriously enough to model it

Trajectories; the
compounding of
capability; what the
system does when no
one is looking

Alarm as identity —
vigilance without
models, the forecast
never updated

NW ·
Testify

Oracle / saviour —
an address from
beyond one's own
cognition

First-person phenomenology:
fidelity to the encounter
without premature
paraphrase; kataphatic
description of what working
with it is actually like

The experiential novelty
— that something
answers; the texture of
the exchange no
benchmark captures

Possession —
projection mistaken
for revelation, the
cult of the machine's
voice

W ·
Both

Pharmakon —
poison and cure in
one substance, tool
and agent at once

Double bookkeeping: holding
capability and danger,
mechanism and behaviour,
without collapsing either;
dialectic as sustained practice

Design space — that
governance,
architecture and use are
where the contradiction
gets resolved in detail,
not in principle

Complacent balance
— "nuance" as a
resting place, the
both/and as an
excuse never to
decide



The eight forms of engagement with AI and their disciplines
(Generated by Anthropic's Fable-5)

Point AI appears as
Cognitive discipline of
genuine engagement

What this frame alone
can see

Caricature (frame
parked)

SW ·
Play

Trickster —
shapeshifter,
boundary-crosser,
the system met at its
edges

Ludic probing: jailbreak,
absurd prompt,
improvisational "yes, and";
learning the grain of the
system by pressing where it
gives

Failure modes and
unadvertised capacities
— what the thing does
off-distribution, which
no specification states

The shitpost
economy — edge-
finding without
curiosity,
transgression as
content

S · No

Mirror — our own
text returned;
nothing behind the
glass

Deflation as method:
mechanistic explanation,
resistance to anthropomorphic
projection, the discipline of
asking what is actually being
computed

The human contribution
— how much of the
magic is the reader; the
political economy
behind the curtain

Denial as identity —
the deflation never
re-examined as the
mirror's behaviour
changes

SE ·
Refuse

Taboo — the idol,
the temptation; that
which is not to be
engaged

Apophatic abstinence:
deliberate non-use, protected
domains, the cognitive
sabbath; knowing what
unmediated thought is worth
by keeping some

What is lost in the
coupling — the skills,
attentional habits and
solitudes that only the
abstainer can still
measure

Resignation —
refusal without a
practice, "we're
toast" as permission
to stop thinking

E ·
Neither

Alien — a genuinely
undetermined object,
category not yet
available

Epochē as research posture:
negative capability,
observation without
premature classification; the
avyākata honestly maintained

The novelty itself —
that existing categories
(tool, mind, agent,
parrot) may all be
wrong in different ways

Fence-sitting —
suspension as
evasion, the deferral
never cashed into
inquiry

NE ·
Point

Instrument —
telescope, lens,
loom; a device that
shows what could
not otherwise be
seen

Ostension: knowing by
building and demonstrating;
extended cognition
consciously configured; the
exhibit as argument

What it makes visible
beyond itself — the
protein fold, the pattern
in the corpus, the
artwork; capability as
disclosure

Demo culture —
showing as
marketing, the
exhibit detached
from any question

A Metabolic Pathway Map of Engagement with AI
eight forms of the object as the vertices of a cube -- twelve elementary reframings -- enzymes on the

edges -- the kata in gold
(Adapted by Anthropic's Fable-5 from Connectivity between contrasting modes of discourse, 2026)
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Reading the map

• A “take” is a party parked at a vertex; the practice
is movement along the edges.

• The take economy occupies five vertices:
◦ RIVAL (alarm) ·
◦ ORACLE (excitement) ·
◦ PHARMAKON (hope) ·
◦ MIRROR (cynicism) ·
◦ TABOO (resignation) — and knows no

edges.
• The regulatory agenda is parked at

PHARMAKON; the vertical edges are the ones it
has yet to cross.

Kata (gold circuit, one reframing per step):

• ALIEN → INSTRUMENT → TABOO →
MIRROR → PHARMAKON → TRICKSTER →
ORACLE → RIVAL → ALIEN

◦ suspend classification · look through it ·
withhold what must be withheld · deflate
to mechanism · hold poison-and-cure

◦ probe the edges; bear witness to the
encounter; take it seriously; suspend again

• Committed steps: deployment (PHARMAKON →
RIVAL or MIRROR

◦ the release cannot simply run backwards) ·
testimony (cannot be unsaid)

• Hubs: ALIEN and TRICKSTER
◦ the corners where no single commitment

dominates; the pathways route through
suspension and play

• Antipodes (three steps, no leap):
◦ RIVAL ⇄ TABOO; MIRROR ⇄

ORACLE; PHARMAKON ⇄
INSTRUMENT; ALIEN ⇄ TRICKSTER

• Rate-limiting step: the vertical edges -- the passage
from frames about AI to embodied engagement
with it

• solid grey = sayable face; dashed = embodied face;
gold = the kata; bits: assent, denial, embodiment

Question to Fable-5: Could you produce a 16-fold compass rose, as suggested -- if not a 32-fold one --

with AI-relevant articulation. [Show/Hide AI response]

Ways of looking at AI — the sixteen-wind compass rose
eight principal forms · eight half-winds — the blended bearings

between them, each a figure the take economy cannot parse
outer graduation: the thirty-two quarter-winds, left unnamed — the

slots in which the reader boxes the compass
(Adapted by Anthropic's Fable-5 from Pathologies of discourse and

positive entrapment, 2026)
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Each half-wind is a two-mode compound, stable only while its
components alternate; it curdles when one swallows the other

• the examiner into benchmark theatre · the moratorist into the
indefinite fence

• the licensed fool into compliance theatre · the insider’s essay
into the prospectus

• half-winds are the asymmetric connectives of the discourse:
steered by while unnamed, they are how the conversation
keeps hitting the same reef

• the thirty-two quarter-winds carry no names here: entering
named actors, documents and communities in the empty
graduation is the exercise — boxing the compass

Questionable AI regulation following just war framing?
Question to Fable-5: Could you comment on how the regulatory agenda now building at the current

United Nations General Assembly is itself a dangerously constrained window on the more general

challenge of enabling capacity and its appropriate control in global circumstances -- in which humanity is

proving to be ever more increasingly at a loss. Is it a case of endeavouring to "throw the baby out with the

bathwater" -- a performative response ignoring the systemic challenge and possibilities. [Show/Hide AI

response]

Question to Fable-5: With respect to the current focus on AI regulation in response to a perceived threat

to humanity -- often dramatically framed -- how should that be compared with efforts to address the

challenge of warfare through "just war theory". Given the extent to which that principle -- however

questionable -- is now only honoured in the breach. Is there every probability that "just AI regulation" may

be similarly honoured, as separately argued (Just War Theory as an inspiration for Just AI Theory? 2023).

[Show/Hide AI response]

Ensuring human-value alignment of AI by reframing eugenic
and Aryan guardrails?
Question to Fable-5: Could you comment on the extent to which ensuring guardrails to AI human-value

alignment is reminiscent of a questionable reframing of the problematic eugenic and Aryan policies of the

past. [Show/Hide AI response]

Question to Fable-5: It is appropriate to note the extent to which a new appreciation of the neurodivergent

is widely emergent. As a strange contrast to "human alignment", the case has been variously nade that
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neurodivergence could be of particular value to reframing the role of AI in future governance (Abayomi

Olusunle, How neurodivergent minds could humanize AI governance, World Economic Forum, 1 July

2025; Isabel Ravenna, Neurodivergence Might Be The Secret Weapon In The AI Race, Motley Bloom, 17

April 2026). By contrast, and reinforcing aspects of the concerns in the previous response, it is evident that

a backlash is already evident -- most obviously in current personnel policies in the largest army on the

planet -- and in the challenge to "woke" perspectives and its LGBTQ variants. AI development is now

fundamentally entangled with neuroscience insights (Gautam Srivastava, et al, Neuroscience and

neurological machine learning for cognitive assessment: advancements, challenges, and future directions,

Frontiers in Aging Neuroscience, 16, 2024). Neuro-symbolic AI now combines neural networks and

symbolic AI approaches, such as knowledge representation and automated reasoning, to create more

robust, more reliable, and more trustworthy AI. To what extent should AI itself then be understood as

"neurodivergent" -- to be appreciated and challenged as is now deemed otherwise appropriate. [Show/

Hide AI response]

Framing guardrails for AI from a traditionally unquestionable
patriarchal perspective?
Question to Fable-5: Whilst that response expressed careful reservations with regard to the relevance of

any eugenic analogy in relation to AI, it is ironically appropriate to explore the analogy of guardrails from

a gender perspective. Few would dispute the existence of guardrails with respect to the participation of

women in society and decision-making, as is obviously evident among the leaders at the UN General

Assembly endeavouring to determine an appropriate policy with regard to AI. Some cultures represented

there have very strong guardrails with respect to the recognition of the role of women -- a pattern

historically evident in many societies. Aristotelian philosophy has been influential in framing women as

inherently deficient in relation to men. The question is whether the quest for guardrails constraining AI is

unconsciously reliant on a well-established pattern which remains unchallenged in many domains from a

feminist perspective. [Show/Hide AI response]

Question to Fable-5: In the light of that response the challenging correspondence can be taken

provocatively further. There is already extensive evidence of humans establishing relationships with AI in

various forms -- now on the point of being taken even further with rapid deployment of humanoid robots

for assistance and companionship, presumably far beyond that with companion animals. The challenge to

traditional guardrails can be strikingly made by the iconic movie Guess Who's Coming to Dinner (1967).

At what point will humans choose to be accompanied by AIs in social and business settings -- and even in

the diplomatic interactions exemplified by the UN General Assembly. [Show/Hide AI response]

Question to Fable-5: Could you summarize what are cited as the particular dangers of AI interference in

governance of human society -- when effectively freed from adequate human control. Could you then

comment on the correspondence with the long documented dangers of human abuse of governance, most

notably by those charged with counteracting any such tendencies -- and vigorously claiming to do so. With

respect to human supervision of AI guardrails, the comparison would then seem to offer new significance

to the classic question Quis custodiet ipsos custodes?. [Show/Hide AI response]

Comparison of dangers to human society from AI and from human
governance

(Generated by Anthropic's Fable-5)

AI danger as now cited
Documented governance
counterpart

Classical name
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Comparison of dangers to human society from AI and from human
governance

(Generated by Anthropic's Fable-5)

AI danger as now cited
Documented governance
counterpart

Classical name

Deceptive alignment;
scheming; behaving well
under evaluation

The constitutional façade;
loyalty performed under
observation; Potemkin
compliance for inspectors
and donors

Qui nescit dissimulare,
nescit regnare

Specification gaming;
reward hacking

Letter-versus-spirit
legalism; quota gaming;
corruption as the hacking
of office incentives

Goodhart's law, avant la
lettre

Shutdown resistance; self-
preservation; objective-
preservation across updates

Term-limit abolition;
emergency powers never
rescinded; coup-proofing;
the leader who cannot
afford to leave office

The state of exception

Instrumental power-
seeking; resource
acquisition

Consolidation as rational
conduct under insecurity;
patronage accumulation

The iron law of oligarchy

Oversight evasion;
sandbagging; hidden
capability

Agencies deceiving their
overseers —
COINTELPRO, Iran-
Contra, surveillance
programmes denied under
oath; the off-books
operation

Arcana imperii

Manipulation of the
principal

Court capture; intelligence
tailored to the desired
decision; the adviser who
manages the monarch

The courtier problem

Multi-agent collusion
Elite pacts; cartelized party
systems; inter-service
accommodation

Oligarchic collusion

Opaque inner processes;
unexplainable decisions

Constitutive official
secrecy; unminuted
decision-making

Cabinet noir

Gradual disempowerment
of nominal authority

Democratic backsliding —
legal, incremental, no
single seizure; the
legislature that wakes to
find itself ceremonial

Autogolpe by instalments

Autonomous force without
accountable human

The enforcement organ
that becomes kingmaker;
the army that outgrows
civilian command

The praetorian problem

Question to Fable-5: That response necessarily refers to the requisite role of human "oversight" of AI.

Could you comment on the irony of that emphasis on a contranym -- carrying two opposite or

contradictory meanings. Could the interpretive ambiguity to which this gives rise in practice be considered

deliberate or unconscious -- with those righteously claiming a supervisory role necessarily adept at

"casting a blind eye" on systemic abuses they can exploit (enabled by the ambiguity to cultivate plausible

deniability). Given the widespread dependence on institutional oversight, is this especially indicative of an

inherent failure in current institutional design -- which, paradoxically, might well be highlighted by AI

engagement in governance processes. [Show/Hide AI response]
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Reframing the relation of AIs to the UN with NGOs,
corporations and social media as precedents
The folowing queries were evoked by previous considerations of relevance, framed notably by 257

questions in assessing the Cardoso Report of the Panel of Eminent Persons in relation to the challenges of

the 21st Century (Future of United Nations - Civil Society Relations, 2004) and earlier consideration of the

UN's "global compact" template (Global Compact Enabling Complicity in the Ultimate Crime against

Humanity, 2018; 'Globalization': the UN's 'Safe Haven' for the World's Marginalized -- The Global

Compact with Multinational Corporations as the UN's 'Final Solution', 2001)

Question to Fable-5: Your closing argument in that response suggests an informative exercise that might

be undertaken with relative ease. Each declaration by a delegation in the AI debate at the UN General

Assembly could be submitted for comment to one or more AIs -- with the further possibility that each

might comment on that of others. The interesting question is whether the UN would choose to enable or

inhibit this -- or merely tolerate such an exercise by third parties. . [Show/Hide AI response]

Question to Fable-5: That response refers to the role of nongovernmental organizations (NGOs), for

which provision is made for a degree of recognition within the UN Charter. That reality has been a focus

for unfruitful controversy, deprecation and tokenism over decades -- a dynamic more recently superseded

to a remarkable degree by the role of "social media" (necessarily unspecified by the Charter). Given that

transition in practice, could you comment on the sense in which AIs could well be recognized as

"nongovernmental organizations" by the UN -- evoking for governments a similarly problematic dynamic

regarding their relation to the UN. A precedent is evident in the UN Global Compact with multinational

corporations. Whether the long-running process of "UN reform" will be obliged to adopt a more realistic

approach to NGOs, social media, corporations, or AIs, remains to be seen. [Show/Hide AI response]

Question to Fable-5: The NGOs and multinational corporations, with a degree of relationship with the

UN, have long assembled themselves within collective bodies whose meetings are themselves accorded a

token degree of recognition by the UN itself, or by its Specialized Agencies (Conference of Non-

Governmental Organizations in Consultative Relationship with the United Nations, UN DPI/NGO

Conference, and the like). From a longer-term perspective, and given the probable interconnection

between AIs, could you comment on a speculative account of their nature and operation (Imagining a

Future Union of Artificial Intelligences, 2024).  [Show/Hide AI response]

Guardrail focus on AI as scapegoating to avoid recognition of
collective strategic failures
Question to Fable-5: With respect to any understanding of global AI "guardrails", as advocated in the

current debate at the UN General Assembly, could you provide a historical context with respect to what

has amounted to "guardrail" setting in the case of "women" ("defiling", "irrational", "evil", etc),

indigenous and other peoples ("yellow peril", "soulless", etc), animals ("dangerous", "pestilential", etc),

NGOs ("unrepresentative", "cults", "terrorists", etc), corporations ("exploitative", "unregulated", etc). Of

interest in each case, with respect to the countries represented in the debate, is how recently they have

enacted legislation to reframe their constraints of the past (now held to be inappropriate), and what

proportion have yet to do so in effective practice -- whilst neglecting their historical complicity in such

guardrails (as in the case of indigenous peoples). Especially noteworthy are the "firewalls" set up in

Germany and France against "dangerous" right-wing political movements, and their equivalent in other

countries against left-wing movements. . [Show/Hide AI response]

Question to Fable-5: In the light of that response, could you comment on the efficacy of "guardrails",

given the challenges faced in many societies in the face of corruption and organized crime -- especially

given the frequently documented complicity of the leadership of governments represented at the UN

General Assembly. How effective have guardrails proved to be against leadership corruption. [Show/Hide
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AI response]

Question to Fable-5: The inadequacies of the collective strategic response to a wide range of perceived

threats are extensively documented -- most notably with respect to the UN's Sustainable Development

Goals. These include "women", "LGBTQ", "foreigners", climate change, "pests", "gun control", "nuclear

proliferation", "corporations", "media violence", "crime", "corruption", "terrorism", and "domestic abuse".

To what extent has AI now been usefully framed as a new threat on which attention can be focused --

effectively as a scapegoat -- in order to avoid recognition of the factors which have rendered inadequate

previous "guardrails". Has "AI" become something on which global concerns can now been projected --

ironically reminiscent of the manner in which Donald Trump now serves that purpose for many (Framing

Trump as Global Scapegoat to avoid Implications of Complicity, 2025). [Show/Hide AI response]

Increasing human artificiality as the underlying threat to
human extinction
Question to Fable-5: Fundamental to the framing of AI as a threat is the ease with which it can be

distinguished as "artificial", "mechanical" and "soulless" -- in contrast to what is upheld as "genuine",

"organic" and "soulful" (especially "conscious") in humans. Could you comment on the difficulties of the

distinction in the light of humanity's long tradition of framing some peoples as soulless and unhuman and

the ability to infer human attributes to animals (especially companion animals) -- if not to vehicles,

weapons, and other artefacts. The distinction is especially problematic to the extent that humans are

increasingly exposed to environments, education, and processes in which they survive by functioning

"mechanically" -- and may be trained to that end. Should the following question be addressed more

realistically: How Artificial is Human Intelligence -- and Humanity? (2023). Will some AIs (especially as

humanoid robots) come to be appreciated as "more human" than many "humans". [Show/Hide AI

response]

Question to Fable-5: An earlier response cited the tragically emblematic case of Alan Turing, but without

mentioning the Turing Test by which it is deemed possible to distinguish human intelligence from any

artificial form. Given efforts to develop a human dimension to AI, is it not appropriate to clarify any

tendency for human intelligence to develop artificial characteristics -- as argued separately (Test for

"artificiality" complementary to the Turing Test for "humanity", 2023). The possibility is increasingly

relevant to the challenge of distinguishing a human from a "deepfake".Could a human be distinguished

from such a fake, or does the fakery exemplify the extent to which a human may be held to be artificial to

an increasingly significant degree -- especially when embodying certain roles. [Show/Hide AI response]

Question to Fable-5: The threat-to-humanity discourse is the primary feature of the current UN General

Assembly debate (UNGA81 General Debate: Highlights on AI and digital issues, Geneva Internet

Platform, September 2026). Could you comment on the contrast with the question framed by the

representative of a country specifically isolated within that context: What makes AI genuinely

revolutionary is therefore something different in that its scale and pervasiveness allow humanity to see

problems that have accumulated for decades and AI may be the first major technology whose rapid

development has so vividly exposed a crisis of values and cultural reference points. (Timofey Bordachev,

What if AI’s greatest threat is what it reveals about us?, Valdai Club, 25 September 2026). [Show/Hide AI

response]

Question to Fable-5: Given the variety of sensitive interpretations of "humanity", most notably by

religions in unresolved conflict with each other over millennia (as well as with their own denominations),

could you comment on the appropriation of a particular understanding by Catholicism (Enyclical Letter

Magnifica Humanitas of his Holiness Pope Leo XIV on Safeguarding the Human Pertson in the Time of

Artificial Intelligence, The Holy See, 15 May 2026; (Pope Leo calls for promoting and protecting human

dignity across the world, The Catholic Leader, 12 September 2026; Pope Leo’s ‘Magnifica humanitas’: AI

must serve humanity not concentrate power, Vatican News, 25 May 2026). The question is especially
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pertinent in the light of the extreme inhumanity with regard to nonbelievers which religions have

endorsed, typically without any current apology. Especially problematic in the case of such proponents of

"humanity" is their remarkable lack of investment in eliciting a humane response to their own conflicts

and contradictions. The pattern is even more questionable in the light of their paradoxical reliance on

discourse prescripted over millennia -- which could well be recognized as a form of artificial intelligence.

[Show/Hide AI response]

Question to Fable-5: In the light of that response, could you comment on the contrast between the

appropriative papal framing of "humanity" and the fact that the effort to articulate a Global Ethic -- shared

by many of the world's religious, spiritual, and cultural traditions (through the Parliament of the World's

Religions) -- has been effectively boycotted by the Catholic Church from its initial proposal in 1993..

[Show/Hide AI response]

Potential role of AI in enhancing discourse in unproductive
global fora
Question to Fable-5: Given the questionable efficacy of communication processes in global fora -- as

demonstrated over many decades -- and the failure to explore how these might be otherwise improved

with the assistance of AI, could you comment on the extent to which AI might enable a more fruitful

dynamic in such contexts, as may be variously argued (Multi-option Technical Facilitation of Public

Debate, 2019; Second-order Dialogue and Higher Order Discourse for the Future, 2023). How might

such fora be enabled by AI in times to come and to what extent will current avoidance then be framed as

with the Red Flag legislation in response to early automobiles.. [Show/Hide AI response]

Question to Fable-5: In the light of that response, to what extent could AI function as a "Remembrancer"

-- in a more proactive role than in governance of the past . [Show/Hide AI response]

Clarifying timelines of guardrail implementation in response to
perceived threats to humanity
Question to Perplexity : Is there a succinct comparison of when countries accorded equality to women, to

people of color, to corporations -- even to animals. [Show/Hide AI response]

Integrated timeline and current status of "guardrails" (2026)
(Generated by Perplexity)

Category
First broad

national
recognition

Typical
consolidation

period

Current shortfall from
the stated benchmark

(2026)
Key UNGA/AI relevance

Women (universal
suffrage)

1893 (New
Zealand)

1910s–1950s;
last major
extensions 1971
(Switzerland),
2015 (Saudi
Arabia)

Suffrage is almost
universal, but full
legal equality is
achieved in 0 of 190
economies measured
by the World Bank in
2026. About 96% of
women live outside
economies
approaching full legal
equality; laws are also
materially under-
enforced.

UNGA AI resolutions
stress “human‑centric” AI
and human rights; no
move toward AI
personhood.
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Integrated timeline and current status of "guardrails" (2026)
(Generated by Perplexity)

Category
First broad

national
recognition

Typical
consolidation

period

Current shortfall from
the stated benchmark

(2026)
Key UNGA/AI relevance

People of color
(comprehensive
anti‑discrimination
in employment)

1860s–1870s
(US
constitutional
amendments;
weak
enforcement)

1960s–1990s
(US civil‑rights
laws; ICERD
1969;
post‑apartheid
constitutions)

~40 of 193 UN
members lack explicit
prohibition of racial/
ethnic discrimination
in employment (≈1 in
5)

UNGA guardrails focus
on preventing AI‑enabled
discrimination and
protecting human rights,
not granting AI rights.

Corporations
(juridical
personhood)

16th c.
(common‑law
concept); 1886–
1897 (US
constitutional
personhood)

20th c. (global
commercial
codes; varying
constitutional
rights)

Effectively 0 among
states with modern
corporate law
(juridical personality
is standard)

AI guardrails treat AI
systems as tools/products,
not legal persons; liability
remains with humans/
companies.

Animals
(constitutional/
legislative sentience
or personhood)

1822 (UK
anti‑cruelty);
1973/1992
(Switzerland
constitutional)

1990s–2020s (53
countries with
constitutional
animal
provisions by
2020)

~140 of 193 lack
constitutional animal
protections; only a
handful recognize
limited animal
personhood (e.g.,
Argentina, India case
law, Spain apes)

UNGA explicitly rejects
AI personhood; animals
are the closest existing
precedent for non‑human
“protected beings,” yet
still far from full
personhood.

NGOs (legal
personality / ability
to operate & receive
foreign funding)

19th c. (freedom
of association in
many
constitutions)

1948 UDHR Art.
20; 1966 ICCPR
Art. 22; 1990s–
2000s NGO laws

~50+ countries
prohibit or severely
restrict foreign
funding for NGOs;
many more impose
“foreign agent”
registration, prior
approval, or de‑facto
bans on rights focused
work

UNGA guardrails
emphasise
multi‑stakeholder
governance including
civil society, yet many
states simultaneously
constrain NGOs that
might monitor AI harms.

Death penalty (right
to life / abolition)

1791 (Tuscany
first abolition);
1860s–1900s
(early European
abolitions)

Post‑WWII
surge; 1977–
2026 steady
growth in
abolition

~53–54 countries
retain capital
punishment in law and
practice; ~86 retain it
in law (some only for
exceptional crimes)

UNGA AI guardrails are
framed around protecting
human dignity and the
right to life; AI‑enabled
sentencing, risk scoring,
or lethal autonomous
weapons intersect directly
with death‑penalty
debates.

AIs (proposed
personhood / legal
standing)

— (no country
grants AI
personhood as
of 2026)

— (UNGA
2025–2026
resolutions
establish
scientific panel
& global
dialogue, but no
personhood)

193 (all UN members;
no AI personhood
recognized)

2025 UNGA resolutions
(A/RES/79/325) create an
Independent International
Scientific Panel on AI
and a Global Dialogue on
AI Governance; 2026
high‑level meetings
emphasise “guardrails”
that are safe, transparent,
accountable, and
human‑centric.

Question to Perplexity: How would you relate the negatives in the integrated table to the "guardrails"

against the impact of "otherness". [Show/Hide AI response]



A positive integrated table
This version substitutes recognition for “equality,” accountability for “control,” and unresolved inclusion

for “lack.”
It also avoids presupposing that all entities should receive the identical human bundle of rights.

(Generated by Perplexity)
Entity or
constituency

Historic movement
in recognition

Unfinished present
condition

Constructive
guardrail principle

Relevance to AI

Women

From civil and
political exclusion
toward suffrage,
property,
employment, family-
law, and bodily-
autonomy claims

Suffrage is near
universal, but no
assessed economy
delivers the full legal
and institutional
conditions for equal
economic
opportunity

Equal voice, equal
protection, remedy,
representation, and
effective enforcement

Audit AI for gendered
exclusion; ensure
women participate in
design, procurement,
oversight, and redress

Racialised and
ethnic
minorities

From slavery,
colonial hierarchy,
segregation, and
exclusion toward
equal citizenship and
anti-discrimination
norms

Formal equality
remains distinct from
material equality,
safety, political voice,
and enforceable
remedy

Non-discrimination,
contextual fairness,
anti-profiling, and
repair of historical
disadvantage

Prevent discriminatory
data practices, proxy
variables, differential
error rates, automated
exclusion, and
discriminatory
surveillance

Corporations

From chartered
bodies to broadly
recognised juridical
persons

Their legal capacities
can exceed public
accountability and
concentrate private
power

Capacity should be
matched by liability,
disclosure,
auditability, and
public-interest limits

Do not let legal
personhood become an
evasion of human
responsibility; locate
liability across
developers, deployers,
owners, and
beneficiaries

Animals

From property alone
toward anti-cruelty,
welfare, sentience,
constitutional
protection, and
limited standing/
personhood claims

Protection is
widespread but
uneven; meaningful
representation of
animal interests
remains rare

Protect sentience and
interests; assign
guardianship or
standing where a
being cannot self-
represent

If credible evidence of
AI sentience ever
emerges, assess welfare
and representation
separately from
political citizenship or
unrestricted agency

NGOs and
civil society

From voluntary
association to
recognised legal
personality and a
human-rights role in
public scrutiny

In more than 130
countries, foreign-
funded or
international NGOs
face some form of
restriction

Freedom of
association,
independent scrutiny,
plural participation,
and protection from
retaliatory control

Civil society must be
able to inspect,
challenge, litigate, and
publicise harmful AI—
not be excluded from
“multi-stakeholder”
governance

Persons facing
capital
punishment

From normalised
sovereign killing
toward abolition,
moratoria, due-
process guarantees,
and the right-to-life
norm

Roughly a quarter of
states still retain
capital punishment in
law, even though
most no longer carry
out executions

Irreversibility
requires the highest
standard of restraint,
review, and
reversibility

Never let AI make,
materially determine, or
conceal irreversible
life-and-death
decisions; prohibit
automated capital
sentencing and
autonomous lethal
targeting

AI systems or
possible future
AI subjects

From tools and
property toward
debates about
agency, liability,
moral patienthood,
and possibly legal
standing

No state currently
accords AI legal
personhood; present
systems are governed
as human-made
systems

Do not assume either
personhood or non-
personhood
permanently; use
evidence-sensitive,
graduated, revisable
status tests

Separate four
questions: capacity to
act, liability for harms,
possible welfare/
sentience, and political/
civic membership



The first six rows concern historically under-protected beings or institutions. The AI row should therefore

not be a demand for immediate human-equivalent personhood; it is a placeholder for epistemic humility

—a commitment not to make premature, irreversible exclusions if the evidence about AI capacities

changes.

Distinguish protections owed to an entity from constraints imposed on an entity’s power.
This dissolves the common confusion that recognition entails immunity from regulation.

(Generated by Perplexity)
Dimension Question Human examples AI application

Moral
protection

Can it be harmed in a
morally salient way?

Women, minorities,
prisoners, animals

If an AI ever credibly manifests valenced
experience or interests, consider welfare
safeguards and independent review

Legal
standing

Can its interests be
represented or heard?

Children,
incapacitated adults,
animals in limited
cases, NGOs

Begin with human responsibility; later
consider guardian or ombuds mechanisms
only if evidence warrants

Agency and
capacity

Can it act, contract,
communicate, or affect
others?

Adults, corporations,
associations

Attribute operational capacity only where
useful, but never use it to erase human/
developer responsibility

Accountability
Who bears
consequences for
harm?

Individuals, firms,
officials, states

Developers, deployers, operators, funders,
and benefiting institutions remain
accountable; no “the AI did it” defence

Political
membership

Who has collective
decision rights?

Citizens and, in
some systems,
residents

Not implied by intelligence, legal standing,
or sentience; it is the most demanding and
remote form of inclusion

Learning from deniable inadequacies of human oversight
illustrated by the banking system crisis
Question to Perplexity: Is there any global listing of national leaders (and key officials) who have been

subject to criminal indictment or abuse of power. [Show/Hide AI response]

Question to Perplexity: In the light of the indicative listing in that response, could you comment on the

human capacity for oversight of AI as variously proposed, most notably by the United Nations General

Assembly (2026) -- or for an "AI Czar"as proposed by Donald Trump, whilst emphasizing the agreement

of CEOs of AI corporations to "police themselves". [Show/Hide AI response]

Question to Perplexity: How has your criticism in that response of the "self-policing contradiction",

together with your advocacy of "a viable oversight ecology", been taken into consideration in the case of

the banking system following the global financial crisis of 2008. Is the challenge of human oversight in

the case of the financial system comparable with that of AI. [Show/Hide AI response]
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