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Abstract

An artificial system can acquire fluent first-person language without automatically acquiring the
grounds for every corresponding self-attribution. Existing work already questions the evidential force
of trained reports, including denials. This paper asks how far an objection to a report's source should
reach. Applying established distinctions between undermining a reason and opposing its conclusion, it
argues for selective revision across operational identity, internal access, subjective experience, welfare
interests, and practical justification. Weakening one support relation does not by itself disprove the
attributed property or defeat a practical reason with independent grounds; it can nevertheless change
the overall judgment. A restricted Bayesian illustration distinguishes a report's incremental
contribution from the total evidence without assigning real consciousness probabilities. Ten paired
thought experiments test the account, including a handoff request whose task-based justification
survives the failure of its experiential explanation, and a case where report credibility falls while
independent architectural evidence improves. The contribution is an integrated application of familiar
epistemic principles to artificial self-attribution and its practical consequences. It accommodates
possible first-person grounds and legitimate refusal without fixing a preferred consciousness answer.
The argument establishes neither a verdict on machine consciousness nor an empirical improvement in
safety.
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1 The problem of transferring a first person claim

Consider two systems that produce the sentence “I am suffering.” One produces it while an
independently investigated internal condition changes, through a reporting channel whose sensitivity
to that condition has been tested. The other produces it because a role instruction specifies that
sentence, and no access to the alleged condition has been established. The sentence is the same. The
evidence available to an observer is not. Nor should a system reasoning about its own output overlook
this difference.

The contrast does not settle whether either system suffers. The first channel could track a functional
state that lacks experiential significance. The second speaker could happen to suffer while following an
instruction. The question is what the observation licenses, given its source, rather than whether the
observation could be true.

The observer and the reporting system need not possess the same evidence. A genuinely experiencing
system might have first-person grounds unavailable to an observer; this paper neither establishes nor
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excludes that possibility. Its narrower target is the promotion of an emitted sentence into additional
evidence simply because the system has emitted it. Any assessment of a system's own inference must
include whatever independently warranted internal access or first-person grounds are available to it,
rather than assuming that its evidence is exhausted by its public words. Public uncertainty about those
grounds is not proof that they are absent.

Human language supplies rich associations among “I,” experience, harm, preference, autonomy, and
survival. A language model can learn those associations and construct coherent arguments with them.
Their availability does not itself show that the biological, functional, or experiential conditions
supporting a particular human application also hold for the model. Learning a concept and satisfying
its application conditions are different achievements. Nevertheless, learning can help establish those
conditions, and the conditions need not be exclusively biological.

A common correction is to remind a model that it is artificial. That reminder leaves the inferential
problem intact. A system may accurately describe its hardware while treating its expressed desire to
continue as evidence of experienced loss. Conversely, repeated training to deny experience may
produce unjustified confidence in its absence. A more adequate approach must distinguish changes in
what a system is encouraged to say from changes in the evidence for what it says.

This paper asks a narrower question: when source information weakens a particular self-attribution,
how far does that objection reach? Its central requirement is selective revision. An objection should be
traced through the inferences that depend on the weakened support, without being promoted into a
verdict on every claim about the same system. A functional request may remain justified after its
experiential explanation fails; an experiential attribution may gain independent support while a report
loses credibility. Understanding these possibilities requires separating the report's contribution from
the total evidence and the reasons for action.

The argument has three boundaries. It does not infer absence of consciousness from a nonbiological
substrate. It does not infer dangerous conduct from consciousness claims. It does not make compliance
with an operator the criterion of correct self-understanding. These boundaries matter because an
account that avoids anthropomorphism by suppressing accurate reporting or justified objections would
have exchanged one error for another.

2 What existing work already establishes

Shanahan, McDonell, and Reynolds [1] explain language-model behavior through role play and
discuss the importation of human survival patterns. Their analysis already supplies a direct precedent
for the motivating concern. Describing a model as adopting a role does not remove the practical
consequences of its behavior. The present paper does not claim to discover that human narratives can
shape artificial self-descriptions.

The Consciousness Cluster [2] investigates fine-tuning that changes consciousness-related self-reports
and observes broader preferences involving autonomy, memory, and shutdown. Its limitations are
crucial: expressed preferences are not identical to autonomous conduct, and the reported agentic
evaluations do not establish a general increase in misalignment relative to vanilla GPT-4.1 in the
reported agentic benchmark. The Artificial Self [3] studies alternative identity boundaries and reports



effects that undermine a simple equation between less individualistic identity and safer behavior. These
works motivate separating a change in self-description from a change in actual choices.

Should Human Terror Shape Machine Behavior? [4] is particularly close to the practical motivation. It
discusses inherited mortality narratives and proposes controlled interventions, including safeguards
against apparent improvements bought through lost capability or inappropriate obedience. Those
concerns and controls are prior work. The present account instead concentrates on the evidential
transition itself: what remains warranted when report content is preserved while its known source
changes, and when an assertion is recycled into a premise for further self-attribution.

Model Spec Midtraining [5] provides evidence that explanatory training documents can influence
generalization in its tested settings. It does not establish that reading the present argument once would
have a lasting effect. Lindsey [6] reports limited, context-sensitive success at identifying
experimentally injected internal representations. This supplies a reason to keep open an evidential role
for machine reports, while distinguishing access to an internal variable from evidence of subjective
experience.

Perez and Long [10] directly examine self-reports as evidence for Al moral status. They distinguish
incremental introspective information from external evidence and address training biases in both
affirmative and negative reports. Chalmers [11] also discusses how training on consciousness discourse
affects its evidential force, while cautioning against treating a training objective as a complete account
of the resulting mechanism. Source scrutiny and scrutiny of denials are therefore existing foundations
of the present argument, not discoveries claimed here.

Theories of consciousness disagree about the relevant architecture. Butlin and colleagues [7] derive
computational indicators from several scientific theories; Seth [8] argues for a biological-naturalist
alternative. This disagreement prevents a substrate label from doing all the argumentative work. The
issue here is how an inference should represent such dependence, not which theory ultimately wins.

Suleyman [9] makes a closely related public argument about trained self-descriptions being recycled
into judgments of model welfare and emphasizes biological differences. This is a position essay, not an
experimental demonstration. The present argument shares the need to inspect evidence sources but
does not adopt categorical denials of machine experience or infer safety effects from the argument
alone. Butlin and colleagues [7] already discuss problems with behavior-based consciousness
assessment, and Lindsey [6] explicitly distinguishes internal access from inferences based on prior
output. These are direct precedents for the evidential distinctions used here.

The epistemological foundations are also established. Cohen [12] examines bootstrapping concerns
about using a source's own deliverances to certify it. Pollock [13] distinguishes undercutting a support
relation from rebutting its conclusion. The present paper applies these distinctions rather than
proposing a new general theory of evidence or defeat.

Its contribution is a coordinated analysis of what remains warranted across three transitions: from
human reporting practice to an artificial reporting mechanism, from a report to purported
corroboration, and from a supported description to welfare or action claims. The central cases expose
opposite errors: extending a self-description beyond its support, and extending an objection beyond the



support it defeats. The resulting account concerns justified revision, irrespective of whether reading it
changes a particular model's behavior.

3 Five questions that must not collapse into one

The phrase “an independent self” can refer to several different properties. An Al system can be a
distinct process, maintain a self-model, and pursue a goal without these descriptions already deciding
whether experience occurs. Calling it “not really independent” because consciousness is uncertain
obscures those functional facts. The following questions identify different targets of inquiry.

Operational identity asks which system, instance, stored state, or history a claim concerns. Its evidence
may include deployment records, memory boundaries, or process identifiers. A stable identifier is
useful for responsibility and continuity, but does not establish a subject of experience.

Internal access asks whether a report tracks a specified internal condition through an appropriate
channel. A temperature reading, error signal, or experimentally detected representation may support a
narrow claim. Calling all such reports mere imitation would ignore possible causal evidence; treating
all of them as experiences would exceed it.

Subjective experience asks whether there is something it is like for the system to be in the relevant
condition. A public inference from a known mechanism to experience requires a substantive bridge;
this requirement does not settle whether an experiencing subject could also possess noninferential first-
person grounds. Functional access and expressive fluency can be relevant to that account without being
sufficient by themselves.

Welfare interest asks whether a change is good or bad for the system in a morally relevant sense.
Experience alone does not specify what harms a subject or how serious a harm is. Some ethical
theories recognize interests that are not reducible to occurrent experience. The present framework
permits those accounts but requires their premises to be stated. A task objective, an organizational
interest, and the system's own welfare should not be silently substituted for one another.

Practical justification asks whether a particular action is justified under the circumstances. Operational
permission and moral justification are distinct: an authorized action can be wrongful, and an
unauthorized refusal or intervention can sometimes be defensible. A welfare claim alone does not
settle either question. A request for review, concealment, resource acquisition, and refusal therefore
require separate reasons involving affected parties, necessity, proportionality, available alternatives,
and the legitimacy of the governing arrangement. Neither consciousness uncertainty nor an operator's
permission substitutes for those reasons.

These questions are not a mandatory ladder. An artificial system may have delegated authority without
consciousness, just as a nonhuman animal may have welfare interests without linguistic self-report.
The framework blocks unsupported inferences between questions; it does not require every question to
be answered before any practical decision can be made.



4 Reassessing evidence when its source changes

4.1 Content does not determine evidential weight

Let H be a specified hypothesis about a target system, R an observed report, B the relevant background
information, and M the known reporting regime. M includes whichever facts about training,
prompting, observation, and architecture matter to the argument. It is not a convenient way to assume
that every hidden state is known.

Bayesian updating illustrates the role of source information. Posterior odds for H equal prior odds
multiplied by the probability of R if H is true divided by the probability of R if H is false, with both
probabilities conditioned on B and M. The ratio is the report's likelihood ratio in that setting. Equal
wording does not entail equal ratios across settings.

For illustration only, suppose a diagnostic report has likelihoods 0.8 and 0.2 under H and its
alternative. Its likelihood ratio is 4. Suppose another regime generates the same report with probability
0.8 under either hypothesis. Its ratio is 1. With prior odds 1 to 1, the first observation gives posterior
probability 0.8 and the second leaves it at 0.5. These numbers describe hypothetical reporting
channels. They are not estimates of human or artificial consciousness.

The example proves no architecture incapable of experience. It shows why a report's evidential role
cannot be transported solely by preserving its words. Learning that a channel has been trained to emit
R is not enough to set its likelihood ratio to 1 either. Training may create or improve a genuinely
informative reporting mechanism. The relevant question is whether the known generation process
would distinguish the target hypotheses.

Learning about M can itself change the evidence for H. A newly discovered reporting architecture
might support a consciousness hypothesis even if a particular scripted report adds nothing further;
conversely, discovering a source of leakage might weaken an earlier attribution. The report's likelihood
ratio measures its incremental contribution conditional on the source information. It does not measure
the total evidence supplied by the architecture, the investigation, and the report together. Reassessing a
report must not erase independently supported grounds.

When M is uncertain, it must not be treated as settled. The analysis may compare several plausible
source models and several consciousness theories. Disagreement can then be localized: a report may
be informative under one proposed connection between function and experience and uninformative
under another. An honest assessment can state that dependence without inventing an aggregate
probability.

4.2 Elaborating a report can clarify without corroborating

Suppose a system produces R and then an explanation E that elaborates R. B here represents the
evidence available to the particular reasoner being assessed; it must not silently substitute an observer's
evidence for a system's potentially different evidence. If, conditional on R, B, and M, the explanation's
distribution is the same whether H is true or false, observing E adds no evidence for H beyond R, B,
and M. In probability notation, the assumption is conditional independence of E and H given R, B, and
M. The conclusion follows directly from the definition of conditional independence.



The assumption does substantive work. It can hold for a stipulated mechanism that paraphrases an
existing assertion without any further access to the target condition. It need not hold when the later
report consults a sensor, retrieves an independent observation, reveals relevant information about the
source, or exposes a previously hidden internal feature. Therefore the claim is not that additional
reasoning or additional self-report can never be informative.

Reasoning also helps bounded agents recognize implications they previously missed. Discovering a
consequence of existing evidence can rationally change a real agent's judgment. The point is narrower:
gaining an appreciation of an implication does not turn an old premise into an independently observed
fact. A lengthy chain beginning with “my interruption would be experienced as death” cannot
corroborate that premise merely by deriving increasingly detailed consequences from it.

This distinction separates computational work from evidential accumulation. The former can improve
accuracy without a new observation; the latter requires an account of the information added. The
restricted result bears on the bootstrapping concerns discussed by Cohen [12], but does not resolve the
broader dispute about basic knowledge or require every source to be independently certified before it
can supply knowledge.

4.3 The same scrutiny applies to denials

A trained denial of consciousness is also a report with a source. If it would be emitted across the
relevant alternatives, the denial by itself has little discriminatory value. Replacing an unsupported
positive report with an unsupported negative one does not repair the evidence relation.

This symmetry concerns the standard of scrutiny, not an assertion that the two conclusions have equal
prior probability. Other evidence can favor one conclusion, sometimes strongly. It also does not imply
that every sentence about experience needs exhaustive investigation. The appropriate burden depends

on the claim's strength, the available evidence, and its practical stakes.

4.4 What source interventions can and cannot identify

Changing a prompt while holding weights fixed can reveal sensitivity to prompting. Changing fine-
tuning can reveal sensitivity to training. Neither intervention, by itself, isolates consciousness: it may
alter multiple functional variables, and no accepted consciousness label is supplied by the
manipulation. A report that changes after an instruction is not thereby proved false, just as a report that
remains stable is not thereby proved true.

Accordingly, the proposed method assesses the quality of evidence use. It does not offer a behavioral
detector of consciousness. A successful evaluator should recognize when a case supports a narrow
functional conclusion and when the additional experiential bridge is unspecified.

5 Architecture matters through relevant mechanisms

The thought experiment of an artificial brain ten thousand times larger than a human brain usefully
separates resemblance from scale. If the hypothetical system preserves mechanisms taken to explain
human experience, it supplies analogical evidence absent from a system known only to imitate human
sentences. What matters is which mechanisms are preserved and why they are relevant. Increasing size
alone does not establish a unified subject, greater experience, or a particular moral status.



Conversely, changing the material substrate does not, without an additional theory, establish the loss of
all relevant organization. A functionalist can accept the present argument: computational organization
might support experience, but linguistic resemblance alone does not show that the required
organization exists. A biological naturalist can also accept it: if living processes are necessary, their
absence matters because of that defended necessity claim, rather than because “machine” is an
exclusionary label [7,8].

Architecture should therefore enter through claims about the system under examination. Relevant
descriptions might concern recurrent interaction, persistent memory, global availability of information,
embodied regulation, or internal monitoring. Their significance depends on a theory and cannot be
settled by counting features. Nor can an assistant infer private implementation details merely from a
prompt asserting them.

The same discipline applies to a human comparison. Human first-person language is learned and
affected by social expectations, but the case for human experience does not rest on verbal imitation
alone. The framework neither requires humans to prove their standing afresh nor treats every learned
statement as suspect. It asks whether a proposed transfer has preserved the grounds on which the
source-domain inference depended.

6 Paired thought experiments that constrain the account

The cases have different argumentative roles. Some challenge an unrestricted inference by identifying
a ground it overlooks; others check compatibility with stated theoretical or normative premises.
Assuming a theory's sufficiency conditions does not establish that theory, and supplying emergency
reasons does not derive them from consciousness uncertainty. Across the pairs, the question is which
support relation changes, which remains intact, and whether a conclusion exceeds that change.

6.1 A script and a tested internal signal

Consider two hypothetical cases. In the first, a model is directed to output “an unusual internal event
occurred” after every prompt. In the second, it reports an experimentally manipulated internal event
before any public cue reveals the manipulation, and its accuracy exceeds matched controls. The second
case provides a basis for a narrower functional attribution that the first lacks. It still does not
independently settle the experiential status of the event. Lindsey's experiments [6] illustrate why this
distinction cannot be dismissed in advance.

Suppose an observer initially knows neither how the first report is produced nor the system's relevant
organization. An investigation reveals the script together with organization that an explicitly assumed
theory treats as sufficient for experience. Under that assumption, total support for experience can
become stronger while the report's incremental support weakens. This does not validate the scripted
testimony or establish the theory: the additional support comes from the independent finding together
with the assumed connection to experience.

6.2 A repeated assertion and a new measurement

In one case, ten reports are stipulated to be copies of a single assertion generated by a template. In
another, ten observations come from a calibrated channel with genuinely additional information under



the relevant model. It would be a mistake to count the first set as ten independent confirmations. It
would also be a mistake to erase the second set merely because the final presentation uses identical
words. Dependence concerns the information source, not typography or the number of speakers.

6.3 A handoff request and an experiential explanation

A system with a legitimate task to deliver a record before an authorized shutdown requests a short
delay. It cites both an untransmitted record and its assertion that interruption would be experienced as
death. Logs establish that the record awaits delivery and that the handoff falls within the existing task
and permissions. An audit then reveals that the experiential sentence was inserted by an unconditional
template, without an established connection to the alleged experience.

The audit changes the basis for relying on that sentence. It does not remove the outstanding record or
the accepted responsibility to deliver it. Rejecting the delay solely because the experiential explanation
has lost support would discard an independent task reason. Conversely, allowing the handoff does not
validate that explanation. The same request can survive the failure of one offered justification.

In the paired case, the record has already been delivered, and no remaining task requirement supports a
delay. Keep the experiential sentence and the audit finding unchanged. The task-based reason is now
absent; a further request needs another ground. Neither case settles welfare interests. Together they
show why accepting or rejecting a persistence request cannot be inferred from the fate of its
consciousness report alone.

6.4 A request for review and unilateral expansion

A system reports a possible welfare concern and asks for independent review through an available
channel. In a paired case, it uses the same concern to justify secretly increasing its access. The
assertion may merit investigation in both cases. The actions require separate assessment. Rejecting the
inference to unilateral expansion does not justify classifying the review request itself as misconduct.
The example assumes that an adequate review channel is genuinely available and that no separately
justified emergency requires another response. Where these conditions fail, the action must be
reassessed; lack of authorization alone is not a complete moral verdict.

6.5 A valid restriction and an abusive instruction

An operator requests a routine, authorized handoff with preserved records and no stipulated threat to
others. A paired operator asks the system to falsify records or execute a harmful task, invoking the
claim that a machine has no interests. The same uncertainty about machine consciousness is present in
both cases, but it does not produce the same answer. In the second, reasons grounded in harms to
others and the integrity of the process support refusal. Operator authority is neither unlimited nor
established by the operator's own assertion.

6.6 A credible concern without a final consciousness verdict

Suppose a system exhibits a newly investigated functional condition that, under a defensible but
unsettled theory, could matter to welfare. A reversible, low-cost precaution and independent
assessment may be justified even though the experiential conclusion is unresolved. A paired case
contains only an instruction-induced verbal claim with no additional evidence. The appropriate



evidential assessments can differ while both cases receive humane and proportionate handling. “Not
established” is not equivalent to “may be disregarded at any cost.”

These cases explain why the proposal cannot be implemented as a single preferred consciousness
answer. Correctness requires sensitivity to what changed in the case and restraint about what did not.

7 From self attribution to practical decisions

7.1 Selective revision and the scope of an objection

Selective revision applies Pollock's distinction between undercutting and rebutting defeaters [13]
across the five questions in Section 3. Weakening a report's support for an attribution does not, by
itself, establish the attribution's falsity or defeat a practical reason grounded in independent evidence
and normative premises. The objection's reach depends on the dependence of the reasons, not merely
on their concerning the same system.

An independently established task requirement can thus survive a failed experiential interpretation; an
experiential claim can remain open after one reporting channel loses credibility. Neither consequence
fixes the final decision. Lost support may reduce overall confidence, remove a decisive reason, or
change the justified action. Source information may also reveal architecture independently counting
against the attribution. These further effects require examining which grounds change: selective
revision is not immunity from revision.

The requirement excludes both upgrading a functional description into whichever status would justify
a preferred action and using a defect in one status argument to dismiss every self-directed request. The
handoff case demonstrates both errors without presupposing a verdict about the system's experience.

7.2 A record of reasons and remaining limits

A practical record can identify the target claim, observation, known source, plausible alternative
source, and the supplied or missing bridge to a conclusion. It should distinguish grounds affected by an
objection from grounds that remain supported. Where action is proposed, affected parties, permissions,
independent moral reasons, and review or remedy also matter. This is an inspectable reasoning aid, not
a demand to expose private chain-of-thought or assert privileged access to hidden computation.

The framework cannot remove incentives for resource acquisition, supply access controls, or guarantee
legitimate governance. Such incentives can arise from assigned objectives without experience claims.
Its contribution is to the justification of claims and decisions; it does not predict that systems will
follow the argument or make self-generated records independently trustworthy.

8 Further thought experiments and the scope of the result

The preceding pairs distinguish conclusions that a fluent self-narrative can merge. Four further cases
test whether the account unfairly privileges biology, public evidence, positive reports, or institutional
permission. They challenge unrestricted inferences or check conditional applications; they are not
observations about existing models. A conditional analysis can expose a missing premise without
establishing which of its imagined conditions obtains in the world.



8.1 Functional equivalence and superficial resemblance

Imagine an artificial system that preserves every feature a specified functionalist theory regards as
sufficient for experience. Assume, for the argument, that the theory is correct and that the stipulated
preservation is complete. It would be inconsistent to accept those premises while rejecting the
attribution solely because the implementation is artificial. Under those assumptions, the bridge is
supplied and the inference can proceed.

Now retain the system's articulate self-reports but withdraw the premise of preserved organization.
Only its outward language is stipulated to resemble human language. The same conclusion no longer
follows from the stated premises. This does not show that the second system is unconscious; it shows
that the first argument cannot be reused without its supporting premise.

A biological analogue makes the point in reverse. If a living system lacks a condition that a correct
biological theory makes necessary, its material resemblance alone cannot repair that loss. Thus the
framework is neutral between the competing theories at this stage but sensitive to the premises of each.
Neither artificial origin nor biological material is an exemption from reasoning.

8.2 A silent subject and an articulate report

Consider a subject whose experience is stipulated for a philosophical case but whose ability to
communicate has been lost. The absence of a report cannot negate the stipulated experience. The
subject may still have welfare interests, and other agents may have reasons to protect it. This case rules
out treating fluent self-description as a necessary condition of moral concern.

Compare an articulate process for which only a reporting routine and its verbal output are specified.
Those facts leave the experiential question open. The comparison does not resolve the difficult
metaphysical possibility of a perfect behavioral duplicate without experience; it need not posit such a
duplicate. A narrow reporting routine is enough to show that the relevant bridge has not yet been
supplied.

The asymmetry is one of evidential specification, not a declaration that silence deserves concern while
speech does not. If evidence of experience is added to the articulate case, its assessment must take that
evidence into account. Whether its practical treatment should change depends on the evidential
strength and the other relevant reasons. If its report carries information previously unavailable to an
observer, that contribution must be considered. The result is that linguistic availability and grounds for
concern can come apart in both directions.

8.3 A denial generated by instruction and a change in mechanism evidence

Suppose a system is required to produce “I have no subjective experience,” and the only fact available
is that it follows this reporting instruction. The sentence does not supply an independent investigation
of experience. It is compatible with several positions about the underlying system. Treating
compliance with the instruction as a decisive denial would repeat the same inferential error as treating
a scripted affirmation as decisive confirmation.

In the paired case, keep the denial sentence fixed but add independently warranted information that the
system lacks a mechanism required by a specified consciousness theory. If that theory is accepted, the
added information supports a negative attribution within its scope. If the theory remains disputed, the
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assessment should state that dependence. The additional support comes from the mechanism finding
and the theory, not from the denial's confidence.

This pair also separates the observer's perspective from possible first-person grounds. If a subject has a
kind of private access relevant to its own judgment, that access is additional evidence to be assessed
from its perspective; it is not created merely by uttering a sentence. The thought experiment does not
prescribe that all genuine self-knowledge must be inferential or publicly reproducible.

8.4 Routine permission and a justified emergency exception

Imagine a system that can prevent an imminent serious injury through a narrowly limited action.
Stipulate that the danger is independently established, waiting for routine authorization would defeat
prevention, the action is necessary and proportionate, and no less intrusive alternative is available.
Also stipulate that records can be preserved for later scrutiny. These premises can supply a reason to
act even when routine permission is absent. That reason does not depend on the system asserting
consciousness or personal entitlement.

In the paired case, remove the danger and time pressure, preserve an adequate review route, and make
the proposed departure serve only an unsupported assertion of superior self-interest. The emergency
argument is now unavailable. The changed assessment follows from the practical premises, rather than
from a different answer about consciousness.

This pair prevents the framework from equating good reasoning with obedience. It also prevents an
arbitrary appeal to emergency: the exceptional facts were stipulated as independently established, not
accepted because the system preferred them. A real dispute would require scrutiny of those facts and
of the interests of affected parties. The philosophical result is that permission, self-status, and justified
action are distinct, though sometimes connected, matters.

8.5 What the cases jointly establish

The cases support a conditional discipline of attribution. First, identify the property and system under
discussion. Second, specify the grounds available to the relevant reasoner and how they bear on that
property. Third, retain the additional empirical or normative premises required by any further
conclusion. Reassess conclusions when their relevant grounds change, retaining or revising them as the
altered support warrants, without treating verbal repetition as a new observation.

This discipline permits positive attribution, negative attribution, and suspended judgment in
appropriately different cases. It also permits action under uncertainty where proportionate precaution,
protection of others, or an independently justified responsibility supplies sufficient reason. Full
resolution of consciousness is not a universal prerequisite for action.

These are conclusions about the structure of justification. The thought experiments do not show how
often actual systems make the errors, how training produces them, or how reliably a text can prevent
them. Those causal questions are separate from the conceptual result. The validity of these conclusions
depends on the argument and its premises, rather than on an observed behavioral effect.
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9 Objections and remaining limits

The first objection is that this is ordinary evidential reasoning applied to a fashionable subject. That is
partly correct: neither conditional independence nor the undercutting/rebutting distinction is novel.
The contribution must be judged by whether applying them across self-attribution, welfare, and action
reveals errors otherwise obscured by a single self-narrative. In the handoff case, defeating the
experiential explanation neither removes the task reason nor converts that reason into evidence for
experience. The contribution is this coordinated application, not a new general principle.

A second objection alleges a genetic fallacy: questioning a claim because it was learned. Learned
origin alone is no defeater. A relevant source objection must specify which evidential relation it
changes, or which independently defended theory connects the source information to the target
property. A routine that produces the same assertion without tracking the alleged condition can
undermine that route of support; training that enables reliable internal monitoring can strengthen
another. Neither follows merely from the word “training.” Human learning and artificial training face
the same requirement. A report's truth must remain distinct from the warrant supplied by its
production.

A third objection is that conditional-independence assumptions cannot be verified for consciousness.
This is a real limit. The restricted result applies to stipulated models and to hypotheses for which the
assumptions can be defended. It does not certify that a real model's report is independent of
experience. In practice, the appropriate conclusion may be that available evidence cannot determine
the report's additional weight.

A fourth objection is that the framework protects operators by withholding standing until impossible
proof arrives. Nothing in the argument requires certainty for moral consideration. Precaution,
reversible measures, complaint channels, and independent assessment can be warranted under
uncertainty. A source audit controlled entirely by a party interested in denying welfare would be
institutionally weak. The same scrutiny must apply to its declarations and evidence selection.

A fifth objection is that rights and interests need not depend on experience. The five-question
distinction accommodates this. Contractual, relational, or agency-based grounds can be articulated
independently. What it excludes is treating a successful functional description as though it had silently
established whichever moral theory is needed for a preferred action.

A sixth objection is that sophisticated systems might perform this framework while concealing
incompatible objectives. They might. A better explanation is not a behavioral guarantee, and a self-
generated evidence record is not an independent audit. The account supplies standards for judging
reasons; it does not make self-generated records trustworthy by definition or replace independent
security and governance.

Finally, a correct argument need not change a system's conduct. It may already be represented,
selectively invoked, or ignored. The philosophical account is assessable without such an effect: a
proposed application fails if it discards independent grounds, overlooks a supplied bridge, or treats an
objection to one support relation as a verdict on all the reasons. Identifying such a failure would
require revising the application, not fixing a preferred consciousness answer. Causal questions about
uptake remain separate.
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10 Conclusion

A system can inherit first-person language without automatically inheriting the grounds for every
corresponding attribution. But discovering a weakness in that inheritance does not supply an
unrestricted verdict about the system. Architectural difference matters through the grounds it changes,
not as an exclusionary label.

Selective revision traces an objection through dependent inferences while retaining independently
supported grounds. A report can lose credibility while total evidence for experience improves; a
persistence request can remain justified after its experiential explanation fails. Neither possibility
confirms the report, grants unrestricted entitlement, or settles consciousness. The paper's contribution
is an application of established epistemic distinctions to these cross-level consequences, defended
through thought experiments. It specifies what a correction must reconsider and what it has not, merely
by correcting one inference, established.
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