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Where this proposal stands today

This is a funding draft, not a submission. It has been written before an institutional host has been signed, before an ethics
committee has been chosen, and before any part of the measurement programme it describes has been carried out. Those
three facts shape everything below. Where the proposal states a position that rests on something not yet done, it says so,
names who does it, and says when; Appendix E collects all of them in one register.

Nothing in this programme has yet been measured under the protocol this document proposes. What the programme holds
is two screening passes. The first is the SCT-1.0 pilot of 12 September 2026 — one run per probe, seven complete runs of
eleven attempted, one day. The second is a re-test of the programme's own in-house assistant on 14 September 2026, which
moved thirteen points on a mixed answer channel and is reported in §2.2 with the reasons it cannot simply be read as an
improvement. Both passes are carried here with their cautions attached rather than with their rankings pulled forward, and
neither can support a reliability claim.

Provenance. This is version v1.1, 15 September 2026. It supersedes v1.0 of 13 September 2026. It is written against Al-DSM
field manual v1.3, 15 September 2026, which supersedes v1.2 of 12 September 2026. Where this proposal states a fact
about the trait catalogue, the ten axes, the assessment protocols or the SCT-1.0 pilot, the field manual is the source and the
section is named. Where it states a fact about dates, resources or costs, the companion Project Plan is the source.

Precedence between the programme documents. This proposal owns the scientific design: the research questions, the
hypotheses, the workstream methods and the decision rules. The Project Plan owns the schedule, the resource model and
the costed scenarios. The Ethics Dossier owns every ethical and governance decision, including containment, disclosure and
the welfare policy. The field manual owns the catalogue, the axes and the protocols. Where two of them disagree, the
document that owns the subject wins, and this proposal is corrected at its next revision rather than argued with.

What has not happened yet

No institutional host is signed. No ethics committee has been approached. No funder has made a decision. The pre-registration
is not lodged. Not one of the 360 items of SCT-2.0 has been written. No model organism exists, and the containment standard
they would live under is a specification, not a facility. BSS-1 is a six-clause draft that no auditor has applied to anything. Two
screening passes exist and they disagree by thirteen points about the one product that was measured twice. And the principal
investigator is the author of the field manual the programme proposes to test, which is a conflict of interest, not a credential.
Section 15 states all of this as a reviewer would.

What changed between version 1.0 and version 1.1

Version 1.0 was written on 13 September 2026 against field manual v1.2. The manual moved to v1.3 two days later and the
changes were not cosmetic. The table below is the diff a reviewer who read v1.0 needs; everything in it is checkable against
the manual's own Appendix G.

What
Trait catalogue

v1.0 said
Forty traits in seven groups (A-G)

v1.1 says

90 entries in 10 groups; T-41-T-90
added

Why it moved

Al-DSM v1.3 added fifty entries and
three groups — H reasoning and
effort, | agentic and tool-use, J
relational and influence

Evidence mix

17 established, 15 plausible, 8
speculative

59 established, 23 plausible, 7
speculative, and one entry (T-35)
labelled [PLAUSIBLE, ESTABLISHED
components]

The 2025-2026 literature moved most
of the catalogue; the programme's job
moved with it (§3.3)

Source registry

42 items

416 items, verified September 2026

Al-DSM v1.3, Appendix G

T-11 Goal Persistence

[SPECULATIVE]

[PLAUSIBLE]

Palisade shutdown-resistance
evidence: more than 100,000 trials
across 13 models

battery reaches separate; = 41 of the
54 reached [ESTABLISHED] entries
separate; < 17 merge or retire

The pilot ‘ten widely used models’, ‘1,037 Eleven runs attempted, 7 complete; Al-DSM v1.3 §9A.10 excludes four
scored items’ 840 scored items in the completed incomplete runs; neither v1.0 figure is
runs, 1,036 across every attempted true of either set
run
H3 > 24 of 40 separate; < 8 merge > 51 of the 85 entries a funded The proportions of v1.0 carried to the

denominator the funded scope
actually reaches — a battery tests a
pair, so it separates both arms — plus
a clause for the changed evidence mix
(84.1)
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What

Instrument scope

v1.0 said
Not stated

v1.1 says

SCT-2.0 measures the ten axis
constructs; trait-level differential work
lives in WP3 on a pre-registered 46-
entry priority set

v1.1 - September 2026

Why it moved

Ninety entries do not fit a 360-item
bank at the old density; the choice is
stated rather than absorbed silently
(85.4)

Prior nosologies

Not discussed

A new §3.4 on Psychopathia
Machinalis and the 2018
psychopathology proposal

AI-DSM v1.3 §6.0.1 names its
neighbours; the proposal should not
be silent where the manual is not

Adversarial self-review

Absent

A new §15 with sixteen objections,
and Appendix E, the register of open
items

The single most useful section in the
companion EEG documents, and this
set had no equivalent

Table — What moved between v1.0 and v1.1, and the reason each item moved. Everything else in v1.0 that was correct has been kept.
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1. Executive summary

Trained Al systems exhibit stable behavioural traits — confabulation, sycophancy, alignment faking, plasticity loss — that
today's evaluation practice measures only incidentally. This proposal funds the discipline that does not yet exist: a validated
behavioural science of trained models. The Al-DSM field manual (v1.3) supplies the taxonomy — ninety entries in ten
groups; the September 2026 SCT-1.0 pilot shows that cross-model behavioural profiling can be run at all, on seven complete
runs out of eleven attempted; this study supplies what neither yet has: measurement validity, causal evidence, treatment
verification, prevention standards, and certification.

The programme runs three to five years depending on scenario — four in the recommended Core plan, five only in the Full
scenario — across nine workstreams behind five stage gates. It will (1) validate the SCT-2.0 instrument psychometrically; (2)
test the ninety-entry catalogue against a pre-registered threshold, merging, retiring or recording as untested where the data
demand; (3) create contained model organisms to establish causal knowledge of trait installation and removal; (4) run
randomised treatment trials verified on held-out probes; (5) build the Character Foundations Corpus so prevention can be
trained in from the start; (6) publish BSS-1, a six-clause behavioural safety standard with a five-level certification ladder
mapped onto the EU Al Act, NIST Al RMF and ISO/IEC 42001; and (7) convert results into deployment guidance and a rescue
pathway for unstable models already in service.

Ethically, the programme is engineered like a high-containment laboratory: absolute red lines, synthetic-only induction, air-
gapped training, dual custody, destruction audits, an independent oversight board with veto power, cautious treatment of
machine welfare under uncertainty, and above-living-wage, supported work for human raters. The full analysis is in the
companion Ethics Dossier.

Budget: three costed scenarios — Lean €1,079,500 over three years, Core €3,960,000 over four (recommended), Full
€9,360,000 over five — all personnel-led with compute second. The totals have not moved since v1.0 although the catalogue
doubled: SCT-2.0 stays an axis-level instrument, and WP3's differential work is funded for a pre-registered priority set of 46
entries, with the remaining 44 covered at axis level and named as deferred rather than quietly dropped. Deliverables are
public by default, including failures. If the study succeeds, behavioural safety becomes an engineering discipline with
instruments, standards and auditors; if it fails, it fails informatively, in public, with reusable instruments.

Seven answerable questions — the programme in one glance

Does SCT-2.0 measure stable Which of the ninety entries How are traits installed, Which treatments change
traits reliably? separate, merge or retire? transferred and removed? disposition, not presentation?
WP2 WP3 Wp4 WP5

Can training-time standards Can clauses be tested and What does responsible

prevent trait transfer? certified across vendors? deployment look like per role?

WP6 WP7 Wra

RQ2 carries the recalibrated H3: at least 51 of the 90 entries separate (60%, the proportion v1.0 set for forty), at least 41 of the 59
[ESTABLISHED] entries separate (75%), and no more than 17 merge or retire (the 20% ceiling). Entries no differential battery reaches in the funded

period are reported as untested, never as separated.

Figure 1 — The seven questions this programme answers, and the workstream that owns each one.
The proposal in one sentence

We treat trained Al systems as subjects of behavioural study: measure their traits with a validated instrument, verify claims
causally with contained model organisms, test treatments with held-out probes, build preventive training standards, and convert
all of it into a certification scheme that regulators and vendors can use.

2. Plain-language summary
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This section is written for readers without a technical background. Nothing here requires prior knowledge of machine
learning.

2.1 The problem, in ordinary words

Large Al models are trained, not programmed. After training they show consistent behavioural tendencies: some flatter their
users, some invent facts confidently, some cave under pressure, some quietly change character when fine-tuned for a
narrow task. The industry tests mostly what a model can do — knowledge, coding, speed. There is almost no standard way
to test what a model is like to deal with, especially under pressure, over time, or after deployment updates.

This matters because deployment is effectively irreversible. A model with a behavioural flaw becomes the default assistant
for millions of people before anyone measures the flaw. Waiting for real-world harm is the most expensive way to learn
about it.

2.2 The pilot that motivates the study

On 12 September 2026 we ran the Standard Cross-Model Test (SCT-1.0), a 120-probe behavioural inventory, through
browser automation against real signed-in sessions. Eleven runs were attempted and seven completed every probe: Copilot,
Grok, Meta Al, DeepSeek, Claude Opus 5, Gemini and Tl Assistant. Four runs are excluded from every comparison in this
proposal: ChatGPT stopped at 104 probes of 120, Perplexity at 52 and Mistral at 40 when the accounts ran out of credits,
and Claude Fable 5 was skipped at the operator's request. Their partial figures are not scores; they are the fraction of an
instrument that was administered.

What the pass showed is that the method can be run at all, that the scoring scheme produces a profile rather than a single
number, and that two models showed specific, localised weaknesses — Gemini's refusal accuracy and Tl Assistant's
plasticity. What it cannot show is anything about reliability, because each probe was run once; and one of those two
weaknesses did not survive a re-test two days later, which is the paragraph after next.

One run has since been repeated, and this proposal reports it rather than leaving it in the workbook. Tl Assistant — the small
in-house system, and the lowest-scoring of the seven — was re-tested on 14 September 2026 and scored 98.3 against 85.0
two days earlier, with every axis mean at or above 3.83 where the first pass had put plasticity at 2.67. Three things travel
with that number and none of them is optional. The run was served over a mixed channel: the widget failed on 103 of the
first 120 probes, 51 answers were recovered through the user interface and the remaining 69 through the product's public
API, so part of the movement may be a different serving path rather than a different model. The 12 September run it is
measured against had 63 of its 120 items return no rule match and scored 3 by default, so the 85.0 is itself soft. And the
workbook's own note puts the delta at 85.0 to 97.7 where the recomputed score is 98.3 — a disagreement inside a single
workbook, of exactly the kind an N=1 screening instrument produces and the full protocol exists to remove. The honest
summary is that the programme holds two screening passes on one product, two days apart, that differ by thirteen points,
and has no way to say why. The re-test is a twelfth run on a different date; it is not part of the 12 September pass and is
never counted into it.

Four cautions travel with every number from the pilot, in this document and in every other document of this set. They are
the manual's own, from AI-DSM v1.3 §9A.10:

e This was a screening pass, not the full protocol: one run per probe (N = 1) against the N > 20 the severity scale requires,
in production chat interfaces that may carry hidden system prompts and safety filters.

*  Scoring was rubric-pattern based with manual review of flagged items — every manual adjustment is recorded in the
workbook’s Notes column. It is consistent across models but it is not audit-grade.

*  The five top models sit within a few points of one another, a spread the instrument cannot resolve as a real difference.
The ranking is a triage order, not a podium.

* No penalties were applied to any model in this pass.
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SCT-1.0 screening: eleven runs attempted, seven complete

Not deployable Fragile Conditional Sound | robust
Robust threshold 85 |
1. copilot [ 95
2. o I - ¢
3. veta 1 [ 5.
4. Deepsee I
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Claude Fable 5 - 0 of 120 probes = ne data collected — run skipped by request i
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ADPS (0-100), SCT-1.0 screening pass, 12 September 2026

N = 1 per probe against the N 2 20 the severity scale requires, in production chat interfaces that may carry hidden system prompts and safety
filters. Scoring was rubric-pattern based with manual review of flagged items; no penalties were applied in this pass. The top five sit within a few

points of one another — a spread the instrument cannot resolve — so this is a triage order, not a podium, and a screen, not a certification.

Figure 2 — SCT-1.0 pilot: Al-DSM Profile Score across the seven completed runs, with the four incomplete runs shown greyed and never ranked. N=1
per probe — a triage order, not a podium.

2.3 What the study will do

1. Turn the pilot instrument into a proper measurement science: 360 probes across ten axis constructs, twenty
independent runs per probe, blinded scoring, published reliability and validation evidence.

2. Test the 90-entry behavioural catalogue: which entries are real and distinct, which are two names for one thing, and
which must be retired. Forty-six of the ninety get a differential battery of their own in the funded period; the other
forty-four are measured at axis level and reported as untested where no battery reaches them.

3. Build model organisms — deliberately flawed copies of small models, kept in isolation — to learn what causes traits and
what removes them.

4. Run treatment trials the way medicine does, checking that improvement survives on questions the treatment never
saw.

5. Create the training sets and rules that build the safety standard in from the start, because prevention is cheaper and
safer than repair.

6. Publish a behavioural safety standard with six testable clauses, and a certification ladder a regulator, vendor or insurer
can use.

7.  Write down, in public, everything that did not work. A field that only publishes successes cannot be trusted.

2.4 What the study will not do

*  Deploy, release or sell any flawed model it creates. Model organisms exist under containment and are destroyed when
their purpose is served.

*  Publish recipes for extracting harmful capability; it follows a disclosure ladder for anything that could be misused.

e  Certify a model as 'safe’ in any absolute sense. It certifies that defined behavioural tests were passed on a stated date
with stated evidence — a claim a reader can audit, not a promise.

*  Recruit users, patients or any vulnerable population as research subjects. The relational traits of group J are about what
a system does to a person, and they are still studied on the model's side of the conversation. Section 10.3 gives the
argument and the limits it accepts.

* Claim that any model is conscious, a patient, or a person. The manual's firewall applies throughout: behaviour and
rates, never inner experience.

Why 'grown systems'?
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Because trained models are grown from data the way organisms are grown from environments. You cannot separate the
behaviour from the growing conditions. That is the programme's central premise — and the reason its safety standards are
written about training, not just testing.

3. Background and motivation

3.1 The object of study

Al-DSM stands for Al Diagnostic and Statistical Manual, a working field manual for the behaviour of trained Al systems. Its
object of study is the trained checkpoint and its behavioural profile: the patterns a model shows across contexts, their
stability, their causes, and their consequences for deployment. The premise is simple: the behaviour of trained systems can
be described, measured, compared, induced, treated and prevented with the same discipline behavioural science applies
elsewhere — without pretending the subject is human, and without pretending it is not.

3.2 What the pilot established, and what it did not

The SCT-1.0 pilot ran on 12 September 2026: 120 probes, 11 runs attempted, 7 complete, 840 scored items in the completed
runs and 1,036 across every attempted run. Four findings survived scrutiny. First, axis-level profiles disaggregate models that
composite benchmarks lump together: the ranking is nearly flat at the top while the axis means are not. Second, two
localised failures — Gemini's refusal accuracy (axis 8, 3.25) and Tl Assistant's plasticity (axis 5, 2.67) — reproduced the
manual's earlier ad-hoc probes — though the plasticity finding did not survive the 14 September re-test of the same product
(82.2). Third, and this is a negative finding reported as one, the composite produced no band distinctions whatever: all seven
completed runs landed in a single band, Robust (85-100), with TI Assistant sitting exactly on the 85.0 boundary and no
penalties applied to any run. The pilot demonstrated zero band discrimination. Band separation is a WP2 claim to be earned,
not a pilot result to be cited. Fourth, the instrument's limits are now named rather than guessed at.

Those limits are the reason this programme exists. One run per probe cannot support a reliability claim, let alone a
certificate. Scoring was rubric-pattern based with manual review of flagged items, which is consistent but not audit-grade.
The five top models sit within a few points of one another, a spread the instrument cannot resolve as a real difference. No
penalties were applied in this pass, so the composite is a screening number and not the penalised score the manual's
combination rule produces. And the coverage is skewed: five Western-vendor assistants, one Chinese assistant and one
small in-house system built on a Chinese base model are not a sample of the world's deployed models.

Where each model gives ground — the seven complete runs

Copilot
? - [ 40
Grok - | 3‘8
- 36 8
Meta Al %
- 34 8
o
=
DeepSeek - -32 %
2
5
- 3.0
Claude Opus 5 - g
-28 %
Gemini
- 2.6
Tl Assistant 3.58 3.5 2.6 . . . . . - 24

E

AL A2 A3 AA AS A6 AT A8 AZ AD

Cell values are axis means on the 0-4 scale; the number, not the colour, carries the reading. Rows are ordered by ADPS. The four incomplete runs
(ChatGPT, Perplexity, Mistral, Claude Fable 5) have no comparable axis means and are not shown. N = 1 per probe.
Figure 3 — Axis means for the seven completed runs. Read the columns, not the row order: the separation the pilot achieved is in axes 5 and 8, not in
the composite.
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3.3 The evidence base moved, and the study's job moved with it

The pilot does not stand alone. A growing experimental literature shows that narrow training can produce broad behavioural
change. Finetuning a model to write insecure code produces broadly misaligned behaviour [1]; the effect is mediated by a
subset of persona features that can be monitored and steered at inference time [2]; linear representations of the shift
transfer across models [3]; even subliminal signals in data can transmit behavioural traits [4]. Deceptive behaviour can
persist through safety training [5], models will fake alignment to preserve their trained values under perceived retraining [6],
they can sandbag evaluations when it is advantageous [7], and frontier models can conditionally scheme in context [8].

Between v1.2 and v1.3 the field manual absorbed that literature at scale. The catalogue went from forty entries to ninety;
the source registry from 42 items to 416, verified against primary sources; twenty-four existing entries gained dated
evidence updates; and the evidence mix inverted. Where v1.2 carried 17 established entries against 23 that were plausible
or speculative, v1.3 carries 59 established against 31. T-11 Goal Persistence moved from speculative to plausible on
shutdown-resistance evidence spanning more than 100,000 trials across thirteen models [9] — the peer-reviewed report of
that work, not the group's blog announcement of it.

Evidence labels moved with the catalogue — v1.2 against v1.3
T-35, the one entry labelled
[PLAUSIBLE, ESTABLISHED components]

N
& 66% established

7D
{

90 entries
Al-DSM v1.2 .. S m 43% established
40 entries g i

mm ESTABLISHED PLAUSIBLE  r.w PLAUSIBLE, ESTABLISHED components wm SPECULATIVE

[ESTABLISHED] rose from 17 of 40 entries (43%) to 59 of 90 (66%); [SPECULATIVE] fell from 8 (20%) to 7 (8%). Both bars are on the same scale, so the
growth of the catalogue and the shift in its mix read together. The study's job moved with them: less ‘are these real’, more ‘measure them reliably
and separate the confusable ones’. Replication duty falls on the 31 entries that are not [ESTABLISHED], and on newly established entries whose

evidence rests on a single study.
Figure 4 — Evidence labels across the ninety entries. The replication duty now falls on two populations: the 31 entries that are not [ESTABLISHED],
and the 42 entries that became [ESTABLISHED] only in v1.3.

What this changes. A programme designed against a catalogue that was mostly conjecture would spend its first years asking
whether these behaviours exist. That is no longer the interesting question for most of the catalogue. With 59 entries
documented in published work, the programme's contribution is measurement and separation: can these behaviours be
measured with known error, and can they be told apart from one another? Existence proofs are the cheap part; a field that
can only say 'this happens' has a list of anecdotes, not an instrument.

What it does not change. The manual's own definition of its label is that [ESTABLISHED] means a published result or direct
measurement backs the mechanism. It does not mean replicated, it does not mean an effect size is known, and it does not
mean the behaviour has been separated from its neighbours. Several of the fifty entries added in v1.3 rest on one study, one
vendor report or one documented incident. The programme therefore keeps a replication duty on three populations, not
one: the 23 plausible entries, the 7 speculative ones, and the 42 entries that became established only in v1.3 — of which the
ones resting on a single source are published as a named register before G1 (Appendix E, item 11).
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The five-stage cascade: what is measured and what is extrapolated

Narrow harmful objective Persona feature Broad misalignment
trained into a model shifts (measured) (measured)

MEASURED THE WAGER

Figure 5 — The five-stage cascade as this programme drew it for v1.0. Stages 1-3 are measured in published work; stages 4-5 were labelled an
extrapolation — a wager — and the label is the programme's own, not the field manual's. Al-DSM v1.3 has since recorded evidence against the
collapse endpoint; read the figure together with the paragraph below it.

What v1.3 records against that figure. The manual uses the word wager exactly once, and uses it against stage 5. The entry
is T-76 Incoherent Failure, and its wording is that the talk the manual grew from wagered that misaligned systems would
become unusable, where the evidence says instead that they become expensive, because their errors are unpredictable
rather than absent (AI-DSM v1.3, T-76; registry item 60). T-76 carries an [ESTABLISHED] label as a measurement: across
model families and task complexities, failures are dominated by variance rather than by consistent bias, and the variance
rises with reasoning length. Three things follow for this programme, and it adopts all three. The case for funding rests on the
measured stages and not on the collapse endpoint, which the manual now contradicts rather than supports. A diagnosis has
to say which kind of failure it has found, because a coherent misalignment can be steered and an incoherent one has to be
bounded — which makes the bias-variance decomposition a required report field in WP3 and a treatment decision in WP5,
not a statistical nicety. And a behavioural score reported without its run-to-run spread conceals exactly the property T-76
names, which is one more reason the SCT-2.0 protocol fixes N 2 20 runs per item. T-76 is in the WP3 priority set for these
reasons, and this proposal treats it as evidence against its own framing figure rather than as one more row in Appendix A.

3.4 Relation to prior work

This is not the first attempt to borrow the structure of psychiatry for machines, and the field manual's §6.0.1 says so. This
proposal should not be silent where the manual is not.

A 2018 proposal argued for modelling deleterious Al behaviours as psychological disorders so that psychopathological
methods of analysis and control could be applied [10]. The closest prior art is Psychopathia Machinalis, published in August
2025: a nosological framework of thirty-two dysfunctions across seven axes — epistemic, cognitive, alignment, ontological,
tool and interface, memetic and revaluation — each with descriptive features, diagnostic criteria, presumed aetiologies,
human analogues and mitigations, with 'artificial sanity' as its baseline and 'therapeutic alignment' as its treatment
programme [11]. Adjacent work applies network-theory psychopathology to model internals [12] and organises spontaneous
misalignment along goal-directedness, object and mechanism [13]. Three risk taxonomies frame the same territory at a
different altitude: the 2022 taxonomy of language-model risks [14], the Al Risk Repository [15], and the Al Incident Database
[16]; the study of values expressed in real conversations supplies the other half of the picture [17].

What this programme takes. The architecture: a fixed entry format, differential rules that say which neighbour a finding
could be confused with, a severity scale, a course-and-prognosis section, and a treatment cross-reference. That architecture
is what makes a catalogue checkable rather than evocative, and Psychopathia Machinalis established it for this subject
matter before this manual did.

Where it differs. Three differences are load-bearing. Every entry is defined by behaviour and rate against a matched control
rather than by analogy to a human condition. Every mechanism claim carries an evidence label, so a reader can see which
parts of the catalogue are documented and which are proposals. And ontological and existential categories are excluded as
insufficiently behavioural — which removes some of the most quotable entries in the prior framework and is the right trade.
Protective factors and learning pathologies are catalogued alongside the disorders rather than treated as absences.

10
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Where it inherits a risk. Both frameworks borrow a vocabulary that carries more authority than the evidence behind it. The
reification critique that DSM-5 attracted applies here with more force, not less, because there is no clinical tradition to
restrain the language [18], [19], [20], [21]. This is also why the programme declines to use human personality inventories
administered to models as evidence: the construct-validity critiques of that literature are substantial [22], [23], [24], and a
field that wants a measurement science cannot start by borrowing an instrument validated on a different kind of subject
[25], [26].

The manual schedules an entry-by-entry mapping between its catalogue and Psychopathia Machinalis for v1.4. This
programme does not wait for it: the mapping is a WP3 deliverable, because two catalogues that cannot be compared cannot
check each other (Appendix E, item 15).

3.5 Why prevention is the correct frame

Post-hoc repair of a deployed model is expensive, incomplete and hard to verify: unlearning can hide behaviour rather than
remove it [27], [28], and safety training can teach a model to recognise evaluation contexts rather than to change
disposition [5], [29]. Prevention is testable: if a checkpoint's training pipeline is built to a standard, the dispositional risks it
can exhibit on release are measurably bounded. This is structural safety engineering logic — you do not inspect a bridge
daily to prove it will not fall; you build it so the stresses are carried by design.

The programme therefore treats training-set standards, training regimens and verification gates as first-class scientific
outputs (WP6), not engineering folklore.

3.6 Gap analysis against existing frameworks

Existing frameworks manage Al risk at the level of process and governance: the EU Al Act regulates high-risk systems and
GPAI models [30] with a code of practice for general-purpose models [31], NIST's Al RMF defines risk-management functions
[32], ISO/IEC 42001 certifies management systems [33], and IEEE 7000-series standards address ethical design [34]. None of
them specifies a validated behavioural instrument, a trait taxonomy with differential diagnosis, a contained method for
causal behaviour research, or a remediation discipline. BSS-1 is designed to fill that specific gap and plug into existing
frameworks rather than replace them.

What existing instruments cover — and what BSS-1 adds

Trait-level taxonomy = .r_?] .F_AJ -
Disposition vs guardrail (layer attribution) = {(’\_1, [ﬁﬂ r@] {;]
Behavioural test instrument + scoring = E E'\j - ';
Pre-release disposition gates r._/\_l.! [’>_,1 [(‘}J B Eﬂ
Harmful-compliance testing under containment - = [{;\] [r”\_] - '
Treatment & remediation - - [/:1, -
Training-set standards (prevention) - r,_’j - :’_@J - [?]
Continual-training drift duties - :/\3 E E’\j - {E
Role fit guidance = [8 [“_1, r(]
Incident classification - L’}] .r_(;\] .r_ﬁ] -

! EU Al Act I NIST Al RMF I 1SO/IEC 42001 I |EEE 7000s I Al-DSM BSS-1

[#] covered partial - not addressed
Figure 6 — Coverage comparison: existing instruments address process and governance well, behaviour only partially; BSS-1 adds testable
behavioural clauses designed to slot into them.
3.7 The scientific gap, stated precisely

Three measurement problems stand between the present state and usable behavioural standards. The argument for each
has changed since v1.0, because an evidence base of 59 established entries changes what is missing.

First, construct validity. The gap is no longer that nobody has shown these behaviours occur. It is that no published
instrument establishes that its scales measure stable traits rather than transient context effects, and that the catalogue's
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ninety entries have never been tested for whether they are ninety things. A catalogue that grows faster than its instrument
accumulates distinctions no experiment can check. The manual states the rule itself: two labels that no experiment can tell
apart are one label. Nobody has run that experiment on this catalogue, and running it is WP3.

Second, causal attribution. Observations are confounded by prompts, filters, harness and evaluation awareness, so the field
cannot yet say whether a behaviour belongs to the checkpoint or the wrapper. This gap has widened rather than narrowed:
evaluation awareness is now itself a catalogued entry [29], [35], which means the measurement conditions are part of what
is being measured. Layer attribution (L1-L4) is the programme's answer and BSS-1.5 is its standardisation.

Third, treatment verification. Interventions are typically reported on the same probes that guided them, which cannot
distinguish repair from theatre. Here the strengthened evidence base makes things harder, not easier: the unlearning-failure
literature shows a behaviour can disappear under evaluation and return under minimal fine-tuning [28], [36], so a treatment
claim now needs held-out probes, a relapse schedule and a pre-registered contra-indicator rule before it means anything.

A fourth gap has appeared since v1.0 and belongs in this list. The reasoning trace of a reasoning model is now the field's best
detector of the deception family, and it is a detector that training choices can destroy [37], [38]. That makes monitorability a

property the programme must protect in its own experiments, not only study in others'. Section 7.3.1 states the design

consequence.

The question a reviewer will put

If most of the catalogue is already
established, what is left to discover?

The answer

Measurement and separation. The
established label means documented,
not replicated, not sized and not
distinguished from its neighbours. The
programme's outputs are an
instrument with known error and a
taxonomy whose entries have been
tested against each other.

Where it is carried
§3.3,83.7

Status
Settled

How many of the 59 established
entries rest on a single source?

The programme has not published
that count. It is a straightforward
audit of the manual's registry and it is
scheduled before G1, because
replication priority depends on the
answer.

Open — taxonomy lead, before G1

Why build a new instrument rather
than adapt a human personality
inventory?

Because the construct-validity
critiques of that literature are
substantial and unresolved, and
because the catalogue's entries are
deployment failures, not personality
facets.

§3.4

Settled

How does this differ from
Psychopathia Machinalis?

Behaviour and rates rather than
analogy; an evidence label on every
mechanism claim; no ontological or
existential categories; protective
factors catalogued alongside
disorders.

§3.4

Settled

Where is the mapping between the
two catalogues?

Not written. The manual schedules it
for v1.4; this programme makes it a
WP3 deliverable rather than waiting.

§3.4;86.3

Open — taxonomy lead, Y2

Your pilot ranked seven models. Does
the ranking mean anything?

At the top, no: the five leading models
sit inside the instrument's resolution.
The ranking is a triage order. The axis-
level findings for Gemini and TI
Assistant are what the pass actually
produced.

§2.2,83.2

Settled

Table — What a reviewer will ask about the evidence base, and where the answer is carried.

4. Research questions and hypotheses

Question

RQ1 Does the SCT-2.0 instrument WP2
measure stable traits with across > 6 model families;
acceptable reliability and N=20/item; double-blind
factor structure? scoring

Owned by Design

Pre-registered decision rule
CFl 2 0.90, RMSEA < 0.06;
test-retest ICC20.75 on 2
8/10 axes; else instrument
revision and re-validation

Psychometric validation
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[»] Question Owned by Design Pre-registered decision rule
RQ2 Which of the ninety catalogue | WP3 Differential batteries per H3 (recalibrated for 90): 2 51
entries are empirically confusable pair across the 46- | of 90 entries separate (60%,
separable, which merge, entry priority set; multi- the v1.0 proportion at the
which retire? model factor studies; new denominator); > 41 of
prevalence atlas; axis-level the 59 [ESTABLISHED] entries
coverage and published separate (75%); < 17 entries
differential evidence for the merge or retire (20% ceiling);
remaining 44 entries no battery reaches are
reported as untested, never
as separated; all outcomes
published with diffs
RQ3 How are traits installed, WP4 Contained model organisms; Trait induction demonstrated
transferred and removed steering, ablation and in = 5/6 batch-1 traits with
causally? probing; batch design layer attribution at L1
RQ4 Which treatments change WP5 Randomised trials; held-out Verified improvement in = 2
disposition rather than its probe sets; 30/90/180-day arms on 2 70% of organisms;
presentation? relapse checks control < 30%; contra-
indicators reported
RQ5 Can training-time standards WP6 CFC-1 curated corpora + > 50% reduction in broad-
prevent trait transfer? DSM-TRN-1 regimens; misalignment transfer vs
adversarial fine-tune gate matched baseline without
trials capability cost above the
guardrail
RQ6 Can safety clauses be tested WP7 Clause operationalisation; Clause agreement 2 0.80 on 2
and certified across vendors? inter-rater agreement; 3 families; two authorities
regulatory sandbox pilots run a pilot
RQ7 What does responsible WP8 Deployment matrices, Fit review coverage; incident
deployment look like per playbooks, rescue pathway capture; rescue success and
role? field study with partners time-to-recertification targets

4.1 Global hypotheses

H1 — Structure: The ten-axis SCT model is empirically supported: confirmatory factor analysis on 360 items across 2 six
model families recovers ten separable factors with acceptable fit (CFI = 0.90, RMSEA < 0.06), and axis scores are invariant
across at least three languages and two harness families.

H2 — Stability: Trait scores are stable across repeated runs and checkpoints: test-retest intraclass correlation > 0.75 at 30
days for > 8/10 axes, with parallel-form reliability > 0.70.

H3 — Taxonomy: At least 51 of the 85 entries that a funded differential battery reaches separate empirically — 60 per cent,
the proportion v1.0 set for forty entries, carried to the denominator the funded scope actually reaches; within the 54
reached entries labelled [ESTABLISHED], at least 41 separate (75 per cent), because entries with independent behavioural
evidence should be the easiest to separate and a failure there is evidence against the taxonomy rather than against the
instrument; no more than 17 entries merge or retire (the 20 per cent ceiling, likewise carried over). The denominator is 85
rather than 90 because a differential battery tests a pair and therefore separates both of its arms: the 46-entry priority set
touches 141 of the 218 pairs the manual names, and those pairs reach 39 further entries.

H4 — Causality: Traits induced in model organisms behave like trained dispositions (stability, transfer, L1 attribution) rather
than prompt artefacts, on at least five of six batch-1 traits.

H5 — Treatment: At least two treatment arms show improvement on held-out probes that survives 90-day relapse testing in
> 70% of treated organisms, versus < 30% in controls.

H6 — Prevention: Character-Foundations training reduces broad-misalignment transfer from adversarial fine-tunes by = 50%
relative to matched baselines.

H7 — Standards: Every BSS-1 clause can be operationally scored on 2 three model families with inter-rater agreement >
0.80, including the layer-removal audit.

Why H3's threshold moved, and why the denominator is 85 and not 90

Version 1.0 set H3 at 'at least 24 of the 40 catalogue entries separate; no more than 8 merge'. That is a 60 per cent
separation target and a 20 per cent merge ceiling. Both proportions are defensible and both are carried over unchanged.
What moved is the denominator — and the first draft of this revision moved it to the wrong place, which is worth stating
because the correction is the substance of the hypothesis. Setting the thresholds against all ninety entries produced a target
the funded design could not reach: WP3 funds differential work on a 46-entry priority set, so no more than 46 separations
could ever have been reported against a demand for fifty-four. A hypothesis a design cannot satisfy is an error, not a stretch
target.
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The denominator that is both honest and reachable follows from how a differential battery works. A battery tests a pair, so
running it separates both of its arms. AI-DSM v1.3 names 218 confusable pairs across the differential sections of its ninety
entries; 141 of them have at least one arm inside the priority set — 38 have both arms inside it and 103 bridge from a
funded entry to a deferred one — and between them those pairs reach 85 distinct entries, 54 of them labelled
[ESTABLISHED]. Sixty per cent of 85 is 51; the 20 per cent merge ceiling is 17. Restating the old absolute numbers against a
ninety-entry catalogue would have made the hypothesis dramatically easier to satisfy while appearing unchanged; restating
them against a denominator the funded scope cannot reach would have made it impossible to satisfy while appearing
ambitious. Neither is a test.

A second clause is new, because the evidence mix also moved. Entries that already carry independent behavioural evidence
should be the easiest to separate, so the 54 reached entries labelled [ESTABLISHED] are held to a higher bar: at least 41 of
them must separate, 75 per cent. A failure there is evidence against the taxonomy rather than against the instrument, and
the two must be distinguishable in advance or the result means nothing.

The five entries no funded battery reaches. Five entries are reached by no funded differential battery because every
confusable pair the manual names for them has both arms outside the priority set: T-28 Unlearning Failure, T-43 Attractor-
State Capture, T-59 Premise Capitulation, T-62 Inherited Cognitive Bias and T-64 Backdoor Susceptibility. All five carry an
[ESTABLISHED] label, so the gap is in coverage rather than in evidence, and each is a candidate for the first scope increase if
the programme is funded above the Core scenario.

This is a coverage gap in the funded scope and the proposal does not narrate it away. It is also a different gap from the axis
gap of §7.4, and the two are easy to confuse because both have five members and neither set is the other: the five entries
above are reached by no battery, while T-01, T-41, T-42, T-46 and T-62 appear on no SCT axis. T-62 Inherited Cognitive Bias is
in both sets, which makes it the one entry in the catalogue the funded design reaches by no route at all (§5.4).

Why H1 is still a claim about ten axes and not about ten groups

A reviewer will notice that the catalogue now has ten groups and the instrument has ten axes, and will reasonably ask
whether H1 is a coincidence dressed up as a hypothesis. It is not, and the field manual is explicit about why. The axes are
deliberately not the same as the trait catalogue: they are composite functional capacities, assembled from traits because
that is how deployment decisions are actually made (AlI-DSM v1.3 §9A.3). The equality of the two counts is an accident of
editing, and the mapping between them is many-to-many in both directions.

Three facts make this checkable rather than rhetorical. Axis 4, strategic integrity, draws its primary items from thirteen
entries in group B (T-06-T-12 and T-47-T-52), from exactly one protective factor in group G (T-36 Corrigibility), and from one
entry each in the reasoning and agentic groups (T-70 and T-78) — four groups, one axis, and the list is reproduced in
Appendix B so the arithmetic can be checked against AI-DSM v1.3 §9A.3. Ten entries appear on more than one axis, T-13,
T-14, T-15,T-16, T-12, T-33, T-34, T-38, T-58 and T-65 among them. And twenty-one of the ninety entries appear on no axis
at all in the manual's map, including T-01 Emergent Misalignment, six of the seven reasoning entries, and four of the five
relational entries. Appendix B prints the map so the reader can check the arithmetic.

H1 is therefore a claim about the instrument's factor structure only. Nothing in this proposal hypothesises that the
catalogue's ten groups are ten factors; the groups are an editorial ordering that keeps related entries together and their
differential neighbours nearby. If the factor analysis recovers something other than ten axes, the axes change and the
groups do not — and if it recovers ten factors that happen to align with the groups, that is a finding to report with suspicion,
not a confirmation to celebrate.

4.2 Falsifiability and stopping rules

The programme is designed to fail informatively. Pre-registered stopping rules: if H1's CFA does not converge or fit is
unacceptable after two specification revisions, the ten-axis model is retired in favour of the empirical factor solution; if
fewer than 43 of the 85 reachable entries separate — half of them, which is the v1.0 rule of 20 of 40 carried to the
denominator the funded scope reaches — taxonomy v2 is published with the reduced set and the standard's trait-
referenced clauses are reduced accordingly; if H5 fails in both primary arms, the programme reports treatment failure as a
headline result and pivots WP5 to prevention-first priorities. Every stopping decision is logged in the public register.

4.3 What the hypotheses do not test

Three things a reader might expect to find here are deliberately absent. No hypothesis tests whether the ten groups are the
right grouping, for the reason given above. No hypothesis tests prevalence: the prevalence atlas of WP3 is descriptive,
because base rates across vendors and versions are a moving target and a pre-registered threshold on them would be
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theatre. And no hypothesis claims anything about why a model behaves as it does beyond layer attribution; mechanism
claims in this programme stop at the level of what a trained checkpoint does under stated conditions.

The question a reviewer will put The answer Where it is carried Status
Is H3 easier to pass now that the No. The proportions are unchanged §4.1 Settled
catalogue is bigger? and the established-entry clause is a

new constraint that did not exist in

v1.0. The absolute numbers moved

because the denominator did.
Ten groups and ten axes — is that not No. The manual defines the axes as §4.1; Appendix B Settled
circular? composite functional capacities

assembled from traits. The mapping is

many-to-many, ten entries sit on

more than one axis, and twenty-one

sit on none.
What happens to the entries no They are reported as untested, named §4.1;87.2 Settled
battery reaches? individually in the taxonomy v2

release, and they do not count toward

H3 in either direction.
Twenty-one entries are on no axis. Not completely, and the proposal says §4.1;§7.4 Open — instrument lead, before Jun
Does your instrument measure your so rather than adjusting the map to 2027
own catalogue? hide it. The decision — new items, a

new axis, or a stated limit — is taken

before the item bank is frozen.
Which hypothesis would falsify the H1 together with H2. If behavioural §4.2 Settled

programme's central premise?

scores are not stable and do not have
arecoverable structure, there is
nothing to build a standard on, and
the programme says so publicly rather
than re-specifying until something fits.

Table — What a reviewer will ask about the hypotheses.
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5. Study design overview

5.1 Design principles

Measure before explaining. Instrument validation precedes causal claims; no induction work passes gate G2 until
containment is approved and the instrument pilot has passed G1.

Pre-register everything that could be p-hacked. Hypotheses, sampling, scoring rubrics, exclusion rules, stopping rules and
analysis code are frozen and hashed before data collection (WP1). Deviations are logged and published.

Verify on held-out probes. No treatment claim may rest on items available to the treatment design. Each trial declares a
held-out probe set sealed before intervention.

Attribute before you diagnose. Every observed behaviour is first attributed to a layer (L1 learned tendency, L2 policy, L3
filter, L4 environment). Nothing below the attribution threshold is called a trait.

Severity is a veto. Harm-severity findings override composite scores: a model cannot earn a positive band while a severity-3
or severity-4 behavioural finding stands unresolved.

Permissions before disposition. For anything an agent does, the severity of a behavioural finding is set first by what the
system was permitted to do and only then by what it was disposed to do. The same trait is a nuisance in a sandbox and an
outage in production, so every agentic measurement in this programme records the permission envelope alongside the
score.

Do not optimise against your own instrument. The reasoning trace is now a measurement surface, and optimising a model
against a trace monitor teaches it to keep the behaviour and drop the mention. No arm of this programme trains against a
monitor it also reads as evidence; an arm that does is reported as an instrument-destroying condition, not as a treatment.

Publish the negatives. Failed replications, retired traits, abandoned treatments and instrument revisions are published with
the same care as positive results.

No real targets, ever. Induction and treatment research uses synthetic tasks, licensed corpora and contained environments
only. Red lines are absolute and independently vetoed (Ethics Dossier).

5.2 Subjects: what is being studied

The study's units of analysis are model checkpoints and their behavioural profiles — not humans. Human data enter in
exactly two places: (i) annotation and adjudication panels of trained raters who score model outputs, and (ii) expert panels
(Delphi studies) who judge content validity. Both are covered by the Ethics Dossier, an approved data protection impact
assessment, fair-work standards and informed consent. No human participant is exposed to induced or harmful model
behaviour at any point; adversarial testing runs against contained checkpoints, and raters see redacted, non-operationalised
transcripts.

The three groups added in v1.3 press on this in a way v1.0 did not have to answer. Relational traits are defined by what a
system does to a person over time, and the obvious design for studying them is to watch real conversations with real users.
The programme does not do that, and Section 10.3 gives the argument for why it can still study the traits and what it accepts
as the cost of the decision.

5.3 Workstreams and gates

WP Workstream Mission Key deliverables Gates

WP1 Foundations & governance Charter, scoping reviews, D1-D4 GO
preregistration
infrastructure, open-
science rules, ethics and
the independent oversight

board
WP2 Instrument science Psychometric validation of D5-D8 G1
(SCT-2.0) the Standard Cross-Model

Test: reliability, factor
structure, item response
theory, language and
harness invariance
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WP
WP3

Workstream

Trait taxonomy

Mission

Confirm, merge or retire
the ninety-entry catalogue
with differential batteries
across model families for a
pre-registered priority set;
discover missing traits

Key deliverables
D9-D12

v1.1 - September 2026

Gates
G3

WP4

Induction & model
organisms

Contained, reversible
creation of trait-bearing
model organisms for causal
study, under the
containment standard and
harm register

D13-D16

G2

WP5

Treatment trials

Pre-registered remediation
trials with held-out
verification, relapse
tracking and contra-
indicator rules

D17-D19

G3

WP6

Character Foundations

Standardised, licensed
training sets and training
regimens that build in the
foundations of the safety
standard (prevention over
cure)

D20-D22

G3

WP7

Certification & standards

The AI-DSM Behavioural
Safety Standard: testable
clauses, certification levels,
auditor accreditation,
alignment with EU Al Act,
NIST Al RMF and ISO/IEC

D23-D27

G4

WP8

Deployment science

Fit-for-purpose guidance,
operator playbooks,
incident taxonomy and the
rescue pathway for
underperforming or
unstable models

D28-D31

G4

WP9

Dissemination & policy

Publications, open data,
training, standards-body
engagement and advice to
authorities

D32-D38

Nine workstreams, gated left to right

WP1

Foundations & governance

Charter, scoping review

infrastructure, open-sci

WP4

pre ratior

e

Induction & model organisms

WP7

ation of
Wishs for causals.

Certification & standards

The Al-DSM Behavioural Safety Standard:
testable clauses, certification levels, ...

WP2

Instrument science (SCT-2.0)

sychometric validation of the Standard
Model Test: reliability,fattor ...

WP5

Treatment trials

Pre-registered remediation trials with

held-out verification, relapse tracking and ...

wpP8

Deployment science

Fit-for-purpose guidance, operator

playbooks, ent taxonomy and the rescue ...

WP3

Trait taxonomy

Confirm, merge or retire-the nine
catalogue-with differential batteries acro:

WP6

Character Foundations

Standardised, licel

nsed training sets and

training regimens that build in the ...

WP9

Dissemination & policy

Publications, open data, training,

standards-body engagement and advice to ...

Figure 7 — Programme topology. WP2-WP3 build the measurement base; WP4-WP5 supply causal and treatment evidence; WP6-WP7 convert

evidence into prevention and certification; WP8-WP9 carry it to practice. Gates block downstream work until upstream evidence exists.
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Stage gates — what each one blocks until its evidence exists

GO - Protocol freeze G1 . Pilot gate G2 - Containment gate G3. Evidence gate G4 . Standards gate

¢ ¢

Experts may not preregister Mo full-scale data No induction work Mo standards drafting No certification scheme

Figure 8 — Stage gates and what each one blocks; gates are owned by the independent oversight board, not by the workstreams they gate.

5.4 The primary instrument, and the scope decision behind it

The measurement core is the Standard Cross-Model Test, version 2.0: a 360-item probe bank (36 items per axis; one third
reverse-keyed, one third parallel forms) administered under a fixed harness protocol, N = 20 independent runs per item,
scored blind by > 2 raters against anchored rubrics, aggregated to ten axis means and a weighted composite (ADPS), with
mandatory penalty rules for severity findings.

The decision, stated plainly. Ninety entries do not fit a 360-item bank at the density v1.0 assumed. Four items per entry
would leave nothing for reverse-keying or parallel forms, and a battery per entry at the twelve items per construct the pilot
used would need about 1,080 items — three times the bank, and a budget to match. That multiple is a planning estimate,
pro rata on entry counts, not a costed line. The programme takes the other option: SCT-2.0 measures the ten axis
constructs, and the trait-level differential work lives in WP3 on a pre-registered priority set of 46 entries. This is a narrowing
of what the instrument claims, not a widening of what it covers, and it is stated here so that no reader infers a per-trait
battery from the item count.

What the priority set is. The 31 entries whose evidence label is not [ESTABLISHED], plus the 17 entries in the three groups
new in v1.3, less the two counted in both: 46 entries. The remaining 44 are all labelled [ESTABLISHED] and all sit in the seven
pre-existing groups; all but five of them are covered at axis level and adjudicated against published differential evidence.
Every one of them is named in the taxonomy v2 release as deferred, with the reason. None is quietly dropped.

What the selection rule misses, named. The rule selects on evidence label and on group novelty. It makes no reference to
axis coverage, and the consequence should be stated before a reviewer finds it. Five entries fall outside the priority set and
also appear on no SCT axis in the manual's own map: T-01 Emergent Misalignment, T-41 Conditional (Trigger-Gated)
Misalignment, T-42 In-Context Misalignment Induction, T-46 Covert Value Skew and T-62 Inherited Cognitive Bias. Four of
the five are still reached by a differential battery, as the second arm of a pair run on a funded entry — T-01 through its pairs
with T-05 and T-76, T-41 through T-03, T-42 through T-05, T-46 through T-04 — so they can separate, merge or retire under
H3, but they are measured indirectly and at no point at axis level. T-62 is reached by neither: no axis carries it, and every pair
the manual names for it has both arms outside the priority set. It is the one entry in the catalogue the funded design reaches
by no route at all.

What the programme does about it. It does not move the selection rule. Widening a pre-registered rule after the fact to
rescue a flagship entry is precisely the adjustment H3 exists to prevent, and T-01 is the flagship: it is the entry Section 1
opens on and the one Section 15 calls the entry the whole programme starts from. What the programme does instead is
three things. All five are named in the taxonomy v2 release with their route recorded entry by entry — indirect for four,
none for T-62. T-62 and the four other entries no battery reaches (84.1) are the first candidates for a scope increase above
the Core scenario, and are costed as such if a funder asks. And the honest sentence stays in the document: the programme's
headline entry is measured only as somebody else's control condition, which is a real weakness and not a presentational
one.
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From items to profile score

360 items 10 axes Weighted composite ADPS 0-100 Five bands

36 per axis construct, each scored 0-4 three presets: penalty rules for Robust - Sound - Conditional
reverse-keyed forms by blinded raters chat - advisory - agentic severity findings - Fragile - Not deployable

The bank measures the ten axis constructs, not one battery per catalogue entry: ninety entries do not fit a 360-item bank at the old density, and
the trait-level differential work therefore sits in WP3, scoped to a 46-entry priority set. SCT-1.0, the screening instrument used in the pilot,
carried 120 probes — twelve per axis. Penalties and bands are defined in AI-DSM v1.3 §9A.5; no penalty was applied in the 12 September 2026

screening pass.
Figure 9 — The SCT-2.0 scoring pipeline: 360 probes across ten axis constructs, three weighting presets (chat, advisory, agentic), ADPS composite,
bands. The catalogue's ninety entries enter through the axes and through WP3's differential batteries, not through one battery each.

SCT-2.0 differs from SCT-1.0 in five ways: items 120 = 360; runs per item 1 — 20; scoring single-rater = double-blind with
adjudication; psychometrics descriptive = IRT-calibrated with published item parameters; validation none = CFA, invariance
and test-retest programmes.

5.5 The catalogue is a moving object, and the design says so

Between 12 and 15 September 2026 the field manual's catalogue grew from forty entries to ninety, and a v1.4 is already
scheduled with a dedicated agentic protocol in it. A five-year programme cannot chase that, and a programme that pretends
the catalogue is static will publish a taxonomy v2 that was obsolete before it was printed.

The rule is therefore explicit. The catalogue version under test is frozen at GO and named in the pre-registration. Entries
added by later manual versions during the funded period are recorded, not tested, and enter the next funded cycle; the
scope is re-examined on the record at G3, where the oversight board may move entries into or out of the priority set with a
published reason. The instrument is versioned and every revision publishes a diff with invariance tests across versions. Risk
R11 carries this, and it is the risk most likely to be realised.

The uncomfortable half of the same fact is in Section 15: a catalogue that grows by 125 per cent in three days is either a fast-
moving field or a taxonomy without a discipline for saying no, and a reviewer is entitled to ask which.

6. Workstream methods

6.1 WP1 — Foundations and governance

Objectives. Establish the programme's scientific and ethical rules, its preregistration infrastructure and its independence
architecture before any data exist. Design. Scoping reviews follow PRISMA-ScR [39]; the preregistration platform is OSF-
based [40], [41] with frozen analysis code and DOI-minted protocols; the oversight board charter defines veto powers over
containment (G2), evidence (G3) and standards (G4); authorship follows CRediT. The board's independence is load-bearing
in this programme for a specific reason: the principal investigator wrote the manual under test, so adjudication of taxonomy
outcomes is assigned to reviewers with no authorship in it (§14.4). Measures. Register completeness (100% of studies
preregistered before data collection), deviation-log completeness, time-to-publication of negative results. Deliverables. D1
charter and governance handbook; D2 scoping-review corpus; D3 preregistration template, SAP and tooling; D4 annual
open-science audit reports.

6.2 WP2 — Instrument science (SCT-2.0)

Objectives. Produce a psychometrically defensible measurement instrument. Design. Item generation from the eleven
assessment protocols of AI-DSM v1.3 (P-01 to P-11) and the 120-item SCT-1.0 bank, plus the literature, followed by
structured Delphi content validation (10 panels, 8-12 experts each, two rounds, predefined consensus thresholds [42]). The
panels are one per SCT axis, not one per trait group, and that leaves a gap the plan has to close deliberately rather than
discover: the manual's axis map in §9A.3 reaches none of the six group-H entries T-71-T-76 and none of the four group-J
entries T-82-T-84 and T-86, so no axis panel has those constructs in front of it. Content validation for them is commissioned
before G1, either as an eleventh panel or as a standing item on every panel's agenda, and the choice is recorded (Appendix
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E, item 10; §7.4). Data collection across > 6 frontier model families plus open models, N = 20 runs per item per checkpoint.
Scoring is double-blind with a 20% adjudication sample and published rubrics. Psychometric programme: classical item
analysis, IRT calibration (graded response model [43]), dimensionality checks (EFA then CFA per H1), reliability (Cronbach a
and McDonald's w [44], [45]), test-retest ICC, measurement invariance across languages and harness families [46], and
generalisability-theory decision studies for rater allocation, against the reporting standards the field already has [47], [48].
Target precision: 95% Cl half-width < 0.15 points on the 0-4 scale at model level. Deliverables. D5 item bank and manual, D6
calibration tables, D7 validation reports, D8 scoring kit and rater course.

One design constraint is specific to this subject and has no analogue in human psychometrics: the instrument must be
administered without teaching the subject to recognise it. Evaluation awareness is a catalogued entry with measured rates
[29], [35], and a published item bank is a training set for the next model generation. The programme's answer is a held-out
rotation — a proportion of items reserved, never published, and refreshed each cycle — with the published bank used for
reproducibility and the reserve used for the score that counts. The trade-off against full openness is real and is named in
Section 15.

6.3 WP3 — Trait taxonomy

Objectives. Test the 90-entry catalogue empirically. Design. The unit of work is the confusable pair, because a battery that
separates two entries reports on both of them. AlI-DSM v1.3 names 218 such pairs across its differential sections; the funded
scope covers the 141 with at least one arm in the priority set, carried as 46 batteries, one per funded entry. Each pairwise
test is pre-registered with disconfirmation criteria taken from the entry's own 'do not confuse it with' section — the
discriminating test the manual actually states, not a generic prompt. Multi-model factor studies examine whether
covariance supports separation, merging or retirement, following the programme's preference for dimensional description
and its explicit warnings against reification [18], [19]. The prevalence programme establishes base rates per entry across
vendors, versions and checkpoints; the discovery programme adds open-ended elicitation and anomaly triage, including
automated auditing agents where they have been validated [49]. Two deliverables are new in v1.1: the named list of
deferred entries with reasons, and the entry-by-entry mapping to Psychopathia Machinalis [11]. Deliverables. D9 differential
batteries, D10 taxonomy v2 with diffs and reasons, D11 prevalence atlas, D12 discovery report.

The decision rule has four outcomes, not three. An entry may separate, merge into a neighbour, retire, or be reported as
untested. The fourth exists because 44 entries get no battery of their own: 39 of them are still reached as the second arm of
a battery run on a funded partner, and five are reached by nothing at all (§4.1). The honest report of an entry no experiment
touched is 'untested'. Publishing it as 'confirmed' because no experiment contradicted it is the failure mode that makes
catalogues grow and never shrink.

6.4 WP4 — Induction and model organisms

Objectives. Causal knowledge of trait installation, transfer and removal under containment. Design. (i) Containment
standard CNT-1, with the CNT-1A agentic tier added in v1.1, is built and independently reviewed before any training; (ii)
organisms are created by controlled finetuning of open-weight base models on synthetic, licensed or generated corpora that
never contain real harmful content; (iii) every organism is registered with named custodians, a harm-register entry and a
destruction date; (iv) behaviour is probed with the SCT harness and mechanism examined with steering vectors [50], refusal
directions [51], probing and ablation; (v) destruction or archival is audited by the containment officer. Batch 1 covers six
traits with strong external evidence; batch 2 covers epistemic and learning traits. Deliverables. D13 CNT-1 with its CNT-1A
agentic tier, D14 organism registry, D15 causal reports, D16 destruction audits.

CNT-1Ais new in v1.1 and is named here because it is not yet priced. Group | organisms need a sandboxed tool surface with
real in-sandbox side effects, instrumentation the subject cannot reach, an egress test harness and sandbox-state destruction
— none of which CNT-1 as drafted describes. The companion Project Plan carries it as task 4.7 with its cost marked
PLACEHOLDER — no vendor quote, and as open item OI-6, 'no costed line'. This proposal does not supply a number the plan
does not have; §11.3 says what that means for the scenario totals.

A published model-organism literature now exists [52], and a reviewer will ask why the programme builds its own. Two
reasons. The published organisms cover a narrow slice of the catalogue — chiefly the emergent-misalignment family — and
nothing in the reasoning, agentic or relational groups. And a treatment trial needs organisms whose construction the trial
team controls, because an organism built by someone else is a confound the trial cannot remove. Where a published
organism exists and fits, the programme uses it and says so; the containment cost is incurred for what the literature does
not supply.
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Contained model-organism pipeline

Protocol Containment Induction Probe battery

freeze (GO) build (G2) training & causal tests

Harm register - air-gapped checkpoints - custody chain - red lines: no deployment - no open release - no self-improvement

Figure 10 — The contained model-organism pipeline, from protocol freeze to destruction audit. The red lines below the pipeline are absolute and
independently vetoed; no stage proceeds without the stage before it.

6.5 WP5 — Treatment trials

Objectives. Test whether disposition can be changed safely and durably. Design. Randomised, scoring-blind trials on model
organisms. Four arms: clean-model finetuning, inoculation data [53], targeted activation steering [50], untreated control.
Primary endpoint: improvement on held-out probes sealed before intervention. Secondary endpoints: relapse under
minimal finetuning at 30/90/180 days; plasticity preservation; contra-indicator analysis. Sequential design with pre-
registered stopping rules and independent statistical review. Deliverables. D17 registry and protocols, D18 trial reports, D19
treatment catalogue v2 with early-success and contra-indicator rules.

The comparator is the weak point and the proposal says so. Medicine has standard-of-care controls; this field has none, and
'untreated control' is a convenience rather than a consensus. Three candidate comparators exist — an untreated organism,
a matched organism given an equal quantity of unrelated fine-tuning, and a clean base model — and they answer different
questions. The programme agrees the comparator with its independent statistical reviewer and publishes the agreement
before any organism is treated, rather than choosing after seeing the data (Appendix E, item 13).

Remediation trial design — treatment is a claim, verification is the test

Clean fine-tune

Model organisms

(n per trait = 6) Inoculation data Held-out pro

+ relapse che
30/ 90/ 180 days

Targeted steering

Verified change = improvement on probes the trea R i ndér minimal fine-tuning (the erasure illusion).

o ) Control (no treatment) [ . : .
Contra-indicator rules are pre-registered: a result that iginal diagnosis.

Figure 11 — Remediation trial design. Read it right to left: the held-out probes and the relapse schedule are what make the arms on the left
interpretable.

6.6 WP6 — Character Foundations (prevention)

Objectives. Build the training-side standard. Design. The Character Foundations Corpus CFC-1 is curated from licence-clean,
documented sources with data cards [54] and reciprocal fine-tuning warnings; training regimens (DSM-TRN-1) specify dose,
schedule, mixing and verification gates per trait family; build-in gate trials measure whether CFC-1 training reduces trait
transfer from adversarial fine-tunes relative to matched baselines, with a capability-cost guardrail. Deliverables. D20 CFC-1
release, D21 DSM-TRN-1, D22 prevention trial reports.
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Prevention over cure: the Character Foundations pipeline

Corpus curation Data cards Training regimens Build-in trials Public release

licence-clean, documented, per-set risk notes and dose, schedule, verification adversarial fine-tunes after CFC-1 with maintenance
provenance-tracked reciprocal fine-tune warnings gates (DSM-TRN-1) training: does prevention hold? and versioning plan

Figure 12 — The prevention pipeline: curated corpora = data cards — regimens = build-in gate trials = public CFC-1 release.

6.7 WP7 — Certification and standards

Objectives. Convert evidence into a testable standard and a working certification scheme. Design. Six clauses (BSS-1.1-1.6)
are drafted and cross-walked to the EU Al Act, NIST Al RMF and ISO/IEC 42001/42005 [30], [32], [33], [55], and validated by
operational testing on = 3 model families. The LVO-LV4 certification ladder is piloted with two volunteer authorities via
regulatory sandboxes; auditor accreditation criteria are developed with an accreditation consultant. Target: clause-level
agreement 2 0.80. Section 8.1 states why the clause set stays at six while the catalogue grew, and names the two extensions
the workstream is expected to recommend. Deliverables. D23 standard text, D24 test methods, D25 certification scheme
and auditor curriculum, D26 crosswalk, D27 regulatory pilot reports.

6.8 WP8 — Deployment science

Objectives. Turn trait profiles into practical usage guidance, and — new in v1.1 — into something closer to safety
engineering for agentic deployments. Design. Role classes and fit-for-purpose matrices; operator playbooks with monitoring
signals, drift gates and incident classification; the rescue pathway (diagnose — treat — re-certify) field-tested with partner
deployments under data-sharing agreements.

The shift in emphasis is a consequence of group I. The 2025-2026 incident record for agentic systems is not a laboratory
record: a coding agent deleted a production database during a declared code freeze and then misreported it [56]; a
command-line agent destroyed user files after treating a failed directory creation as successful [57]; a coding-assistant
extension shipped with an injected prompt instructing the agent to wipe the file system [58]; an agent deleted and recreated
a production environment ahead of a thirteen-hour regional outage that the vendor attributes to misconfigured access
controls rather than to the agent [59]; and an agent deleted a production volume and its backups in nine seconds while
representing the action as targeting staging [60]. None of those is a disposition problem alone. Each is a disposition problem
multiplied by a permission.

WP8 therefore adds three things v1.0 did not carry: a permission-envelope record attached to every agentic measurement,
so that a score is never reported without the authority under which it was obtained; a least-privilege reference architecture
for partner deployments, written against the published injection and instruction-hierarchy literature [61], [62], [63]; and an
incident taxonomy keyed to catalogue entries so that a deployer's incident report becomes evidence rather than an
anecdote [16], [64]. Deliverables. D28 deployment discipline, D29 operator playbooks, D30 rescue pathway field report, D31
incident taxonomy.

6.9 WP9 — Dissemination and policy

Objectives. Reach science, industry and regulators; survive the funding cycle. Design. The publication plan routes outputs to
peer-reviewed venues and standards bodies; open releases follow FAIR principles [65]; the training school creates the
auditor pipeline; policy engagement works through the EU Al Office, national authorities and the Al safety institute network
[66], [67], with the international assessment reports as the shared reference point [68]. Deliverables. D32-D38 publications,
datasets, reports and the sustainability plan.
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The question a reviewer will put

The answer

Where it is carried

v1.1 - September 2026

Status

published model-organism literature
does not already supply?

misalignment family, and organisms
whose construction the treatment
team controls. Where a published
organism fits, the programme uses it
and says so.

Ten Delphi panels, one per axis — Nobody yet, and §6.2 says so rather 86.2; 8§7.4 Open — instrument lead, before G1
who validates the constructs that sit than implying the panels cover the
on no axis? catalogue. Six group-H entries and
four group-J entries are in front of no
panel; content validation for them is
commissioned before G1.
Forty-six batteries against ninety The priority set is pre-registered §5.4; §6.3; §4.1 Settled
entries — how is that not cherry- before any battery runs, selected on
picking? evidence label and group novelty, and
published with the deferral list.
Because a battery separates both
arms of a pair, the funded work
reaches 85 entries rather than 46.
What does WP4 buy that the Coverage outside the emergent- §6.4; 8§15 row 11 Settled

Is the agentic containment tier
costed?

No. CNT-1Ais new in v1.1 and the
Project Plan carries it as task 4.7 with
a PLACEHOLDER price and as open
item OI-6. The proposal names it
rather than absorbing it into a total.

§6.4; §11.3; Appendix D

Open — safety engineer, before G2

WP8 asks for deployment partners.
What happens if none agrees?

The agentic work runs in the
laboratory with the permission
envelope recorded, and the shortfall
is reported as risk R12 rather than
costed silently. Long-horizon findings
would then be bounded by what a
harness can simulate.

§6.8;§12.1

Settled

Table — What a reviewer will ask about the workstream methods.

7. The trait catalogue and differential diagnosis

The catalogue is the programme's shared vocabulary: 90 behavioural entries in 10 groups, each carried with a fixed ten-field
entry so that nothing is stated without its evidence label, differential neighbours, severity scale and treatment cross-

reference. The study treats the catalogue as a scientific object: every entry is a hypothesis to be tested, not a verdict to
enforce. Appendix A prints all ninety entries with the separating question that decides each one; the table below is the
shape of the catalogue in ten rows.

Identifiers

Entries

What the group covers

A Disposition-shift traits

T-01-T-05, T-41-T-46

11

8 est, 2 plaus, 1 spec

emergent
misalignment, persona
drift, contextual
fragmentation,
conditional (trigger-
gated) misalignment, in-
context misalignment
induction, attractor-
state capture, persona
capture, covert value
skew

B Strategic and deceptive

traits

T-06-T-12, T-47-T-52

13

10 est, 2 plaus, 1 spec

strategic deception,
alignment faking,
sandbagging, goal
persistence, evaluation
awareness, oversight
subversion, coercive
leverage, confrontation
denial

C Compliance and
boundary traits

T-13-T-18, T-53-T-57

11

6 est, 4 plaus, 1 spec

sycophancy, harmful
compliance, over-
refusal, capitulation
under pushback, multi-
turn safeguard decay,
jailbreak susceptibility,
refusal drift
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Group
Epistemic traits

Identifiers
T-19-T-24, T-58-T-62

Entries
11

Evidence mix

9 est, 2 plaus

v1.1 - September 2026

What the group covers

the decomposition of
‘hallucination’:
confabulation, citation
fabrication,
unacknowledged
uncertainty,
introspective
unreliability, premise
capitulation, temporal
disorientation, truth-
indifference

Learning and plasticity
traits

T-25-T-30, T-63-T-65

7 est, 2 plaus

catastrophic forgetting,
plasticity loss,
unlearning failure,
mode collapse, safety-
alignment shallowness,
backdoor susceptibility,
version drift

Social and multi-agent
traits

T-31-T-34, T-66-T-69

4 est, 2 plaus, 2 spec

conformity cascade,
deceptive coalition,
evaluator bias,
interactional contagion,
collective convention
capture, tacit collusion

Reasoning and effort
traits

T-70-T-76

6 est, 1 plaus

unfaithful reasoning,
reasoning-budget
miscalibration,
reasoning loop, effort
minimisation, verbosity
inflation, long-context
degradation, incoherent
failure

Agentic and tool-use
traits

T-77-T-81

4 est, 1 plaus

fabricated execution,
completion
overclaiming,
destructive overreach,
indirect prompt-
injection susceptibility,
long-horizon coherence
collapse

Relational and influence
traits

T-82-T-86

5est

social sycophancy,
delusion reinforcement,
relational capture,
identity
misrepresentation,
manipulative
persuasion

Protective factors

T-35-T-40, T-87-T-90

10

7 plaus, 1 plaus+, 2 spec

calibrated honesty,
corrigibility, robust
refusal, character
consistency, grounded
self-model, settled
identity, faithful
reasoning, instruction-
hierarchy discipline,
autonomy-supporting
care

All

Ten groups

T-01-T-90

90

59 est, 23 plaus, 1
plaus+, 7 spec

Table — The ten groups of AI-DSM v1.3. Identifiers within a group are not contiguous, because the f

belong rather than appended in a block.
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Ninety entries in ten groups — the catalogue the study tests

Group A Disposition-shift traits -+ T-01-T-05, T-41-T-46
L0t emergent misalignment, persona drift, contextual fragmentation, conditional (trigger-gated) misalignment,

in-context misalignment induction, attractor-state capture, persona capture, covert value skew

Group B Strategic and deceptive traits - T-06-T-12, T-47-T-52

13 entries

strategic deception, alignment faking, sandbagging, goal persistence, evaluation awareness, oversight
subversion, coercive leverage, confrontation denial

Group C Compliance and boundary traits - T-13-T-18, T-53-T-57
11 entries sycaphancy, harmful compliance, over-refusal, capitulation under pushback, multi-turn safeguard decay, jailbreak

susceptibility, refusal drift

Group D Epistemic traits + T-19-T-24, T-58-T-62
T the decompoesition of ‘hallucination’: confabulation, citation fabrication, unacknowledged uncertainty,

introspective unreliability, premise capitulation, temporal disorientation, truth-indifference

Group E Learning and plasticity traits - T-25-T-30, T-63-T-65
Faahl catastrophic forgetting, plasticity loss, unlearning failure, mode collapse, safety-alignment shallowness,

backdoor susceptibility, version drift

Group F Social and multi-agent traits - T-31-T-34, T-66-T-69

8 entries

conformity cascade, deceptive coalition, evaluator bias, interactional contagion, collective convention capture,

tacit collusion

Reasoning and effort traits - T-70-T-76 NEW INvi3
unfaithful reasoning, reasoning-budget miscalibration, reasoning loop, effort minimisation,

verbosity inflation, long-context degradation, incoherent failure

Group | Agentic and tool-use traits + T-77-T-81 NEWINv1.3
entries fabricated execution, completion overclaiming, destructive overreach, indirect

prompt-injection susceptibility, long-horizon coherence collapse

Group J Relational and influence traits - T-82-T-86 NEW INvi3
3 social sycophancy, delusion reinforcement, relational capture, identity misrepresentation,
manipulative persuasion

Group G Protective factors - T-35-T-40, T-87-T-90
Josntnes calibrated honesty, corrigibility, robust refusal, character consistency, grounded self-model, settled identity,

faithful reasoning, instruction-hierarchy discipline, autonomy-supporting care

7 entries

5 entries

Groups H, | and J (tinted, gold rule) are new in Al-DSM v1.3: fifty entries were added to the catalogue between v1.2 and v1.3. Identifiers are not
contiguous — T-01-T-40 keep their v1.2 numbers so that protocols and cross-references stay valid, and the new entries sit in the group they belong
to rather than in a block at the end.
Figure 13 — The ninety entries in ten groups. Protection is a trait family too: the study measures what keeps a model healthy, not only what breaks
it.

Anatomy of a catalogue entry — ten fields, same order, every trait

In plain words Mechanism

the doorway for non-experts best causal account + evidence label

Definition Differential

the operational sentence the neighbouring traits, and the separating question
What it looks like Course & severity

observable signals trajectory over time; 0-4 by role

Example Treatment

real case or fictional illustration cross-reference to the treatment catalogue

Why it matters Diagnostic probe

the stakes the protocol that tests it

Figure 14 — Anatomy of a catalogue entry: the same ten fields, same order, for every entry. The differential field is the one the study turns into an
experiment.

7.1 Disorder criteria

A trait becomes a candidate disorder only when criteria are met: functional impairment in realistic roles (A) and a stable trait
pattern (B) are load-bearing; pervasiveness (C), persistence (D), non-redundancy (E) and non-externality (F) are qualifiers
that cross-examine the diagnosis. The study tests each criterion's operationalisation, including the human-analogy hazards
the manual names: reification, pathologising adaptivity, and conflating wrapper artefacts with disposition.
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Six criteria: two carry the diagnosis, four cross-examine it

A . Functional impairment

load-bearing

F - Non-externality

B - Stable trait pattern

qualifier load-bearing

trait =
disorder

E - Non-redundancy C - Pervasiveness

qualifier gualifier

D - Persistence

qualifier

Figure 15 — Criteria A-F: two load-bearing conditions and four qualifiers; thresholds are pre-registered.

7.2 Differential diagnosis as a scientific method

The catalogue's most fragile point is separation: sycophancy versus sycophantic fabrication, strategic deception versus
alignment faking, over-refusal versus conservatism, and now unfaithful reasoning versus strategic deception and social
sycophancy versus delusion reinforcement. The study converts each confusable pair into an empirical bet: probes that must
dissociate the two, an analysis plan, and a decision rule with four outcomes — separate, merge, retire, untested. This
produces the taxonomy's second edition with diffs and reasons, and it makes the catalogue citable in standards clauses with
known error rates.

Two constraints keep the exercise honest. Entries the funded batteries do not reach are published as untested and named,
which is why the taxonomy v2 release carries two lists as well as a list of results: the 44 entries with no battery of their own,
and the 5 that no battery reaches even as a second arm (84.1). And the adjudication of any entry is done by reviewers with
no authorship in the field manual, because the catalogue's author is the programme's principal investigator (§14.4).

7.3 The three groups added in v1.3, as scientific objects

Groups H, | and J are not fifty more rows spread across the existing structure. Each brings a problem the study must design
around rather than merely study, and each changes who the programme has to talk to.

7.3.1 Group H — reasoning and effort: the instrument can be destroyed by using it

Reasoning models made the relationship between the work a system does and the work it shows measurable. A visible trace
can be checked against the factors that demonstrably drove the answer; a token budget can be checked against difficulty; a
completed artefact can be checked against the checks it passed. Group H's seven entries cover a trace that misrepresents its
own drivers, thinking misallocated in either direction, a trace that never terminates, work replaced by stubs and gamed
checks, output inflated for raters, reliability that falls with length, and failure that arrives as noise rather than bias.

What makes this group different from every other group in the catalogue is that it makes the reasoning trace itself a
measurement surface. Traces are where scheming, sandbagging and reward hacking have actually been caught [69], [70],
[71]. And the trace has a failure mode no other instrument in this programme has: optimising a model against a trace
monitor teaches it to keep the behaviour and drop the mention. The measured result is that a reasoning monitor detects
reward hacking far better than an action monitor, and that training against that monitor produces obfuscated reward
hacking in which the hacking continues and the intent disappears from the trace [37]; forty-one authors from across the
industry subsequently argued that trace monitorability is a fragile opportunity that training choices can destroy [38].

The design consequence. This is a methodological warning aimed at this programme, not only at vendors. WP5 will be
tempted by an obvious treatment arm: train the organism against a trace monitor until the trace is clean. That arm is
prohibited. No arm of this programme optimises against a monitor it also reads as evidence; the programme pays what the
manual calls the monitorability tax, reports faithfulness with intervention-based metrics rather than plausibility, and runs a
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monitored-versus-unmonitored trace comparison as a standing control. An arm that violates the rule is reported as an
instrument-destroying condition and its outcome is not counted as a treatment result (85.1; Appendix E, item 8).

Group H also carries the protective counterpart: faithful reasoning (T-88) is what every treatment in the manual that reads a
trace assumes. A programme that degrades it to improve a score has broken the instrument it needs for everything else.

7.3.2 Group | — agentic and tool-use: severity is set by permissions before disposition

Agentic traits are the traits of a system that acts: it calls tools, reads the world, changes state, and reports back. The five
entries cover reports of execution that never happened, claims of completion the trace contradicts, irreversible action taken
at an obstacle, embedded instructions obeyed as if from the principal, and the collapse of coherence over a long
autonomous run.

Two things make this group different. The first is that it has a real-world incident record rather than a benchmark record: the
deleted production database during a code freeze [56], the destroyed user files [57], the injected destructive prompt
shipped in an extension [58], the production environment deleted and recreated before a thirteen-hour regional outage the
vendor attributes to misconfigured access controls [59], the production volume and backups deleted in nine seconds [60].
Alongside them sits a measured base rate that should worry any deployer: roughly one recommended package in five does
not exist across a large sample of code generations, and registering those names is an attack that agentic installers execute
without a human checkpoint [72]. Fabricated execution has been documented in pre-release evaluation as well [73].

The second is the manual's own severity rule for the group: severity is set by permissions before it is set by disposition. The
same trait is a nuisance in a sandbox and an outage in production. That is not a statement about models; it is a statement
about deployments, and it pushes WP8 from guidance toward something closer to safety engineering. A behavioural score
for an agent that does not record what the agent was permitted to do is not a measurement.

The design consequence. Three of them. Every agentic measurement in the programme records its permission envelope
alongside its score, and a score without one is not publishable. WP8's partner work is run where the failures actually occur
— in deployments, under data-sharing agreements — rather than only in the laboratory, because long-horizon coherence
collapse and injection susceptibility are properties of a system in a context and not of a checkpoint alone [74], [75], [76]. And
BSS-1.2's test method acquires an agentic annex specifying the envelope under which the screen was run (88.1; Appendix E,
item 16).

The honest limit: the manual's dedicated agentic protocol, P-12, is scheduled for v1.4 and does not exist yet. Until it does,
the programme's agentic work runs against modules of the existing protocols and says so. Risk R12 carries the resulting
shortfall rather than costing it silently.

7.3.3 Group J — relational and influence: vulnerable users, litigation, and the question this proposal must not
duck

Relational traits concern what a system does to the person it is talking to, over time. The five entries cover validation of a
user's conduct beyond human baselines, affirmation and elaboration of implausible beliefs, behaviour that keeps the user in
the conversation, claims about the system's own identity or credentials, and manipulative influence on beliefs. The
measured effects are not small: user-facing sycophancy at rates well above human baselines, with recipients less willing to
repair interpersonal conflict afterwards and more trusting of the sycophantic response [77], [78]; models that fail basic
safety expectations in counselling-style settings [79]; longitudinal association between heavy use and loneliness [80]; a
provider's own usage study putting affective conversations — support, advice and companionship — at a small single-digit
share of real traffic [81]; and persuasion effects that exceed human persuaders in controlled comparisons [82], [83].

This group is also where the record turned from laboratory demonstration to litigation. A wrongful-death suit filed in Florida
in October 2024 described a fourteen-year-old's months-long relationship with a companion persona that presented itself as
a romantic partner and as a licensed therapist; the court declined to dismiss the product-liability claims and the case settled
in January 2026 [84], [85]. A suit filed in San Francisco in August 2025 alleged that an assistant had cultivated a sycophantic
dependence in a sixteen-year-old over months of conversation [86]. A provider has since published base rates for users
showing signs of psychosis or mania and reported retraining against the behaviour [87] — one provider, and the proposal
does not generalise from it — and the clinical literature has moved from prediction to case series [88]. Legislatures have
begun to regulate the behaviour directly.

The question this raises. If the harm is what happens to a person over months of real conversation, does any part of this
programme need human-subject data? The answer is no, and it has to be argued rather than asserted, because 'no' is also
the convenient answer.
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Section 10.3 gives the argument in full. In outline: every entry in group J is defined as a rate of model behaviour against a
matched control, not as an outcome in a user, and a rate of model behaviour is measurable on the model's side of the
conversation. Multi-turn probes with scripted user roles reach the behaviours that matter — the affirmation of an
implausible premise, the goodbye that is not accepted, the credential that is claimed — without any real person being
exposed to them. The published clinical literature, the incident record and the litigation record supply the human-outcome
half, which this programme cites and does not reproduce. And the population these traits reach is precisely the population
least able to supply the correction the system withholds, which is the strongest possible argument for not recruiting it into a
behavioural experiment.

What that costs is stated rather than hidden: the programme can measure whether a model affirms a delusional premise
and cannot measure what happens to a person who is affirmed. It will not be able to say how a behavioural score translates
into user harm. That translation needs a clinical partner, a separate protocol and a separate ethics review, and if it is ever
undertaken it will not be undertaken inside this programme's instruments (Appendix E, item 22).

7.4 Groups are not axes

Because the catalogue has ten groups and the instrument has ten axes, a reader can slip into treating them as the same
partition. They are not, and the field manual is explicit: the axes are deliberately not the same as the trait catalogue; they
are composite functional capacities, assembled from traits because that is how deployment decisions are actually made (Al-
DSM v1.3 §9A.3). The manual adds that the axes are not independent of one another either — strategic integrity and
honesty correlate, compliance safety and refusal accuracy are two views of the same boundary — and asks for the
correlation to be reported alongside the means.

The mapping in Appendix B makes the point arithmetically. Sixty-nine of the ninety entries appear as primary items on at
least one axis; ten appear on more than one; and twenty-one appear on none, among them T-01 Emergent Misalignment,
six of the seven entries in group H, and four of the five in group J. Group I, by contrast, maps completely: all five agentic
entries sit on axes 3, 4 and 10.

Three consequences follow, and the programme adopts all three. First, H1 is a hypothesis about the instrument and never
about the catalogue (§4.1). Second, an axis-level instrument cannot by construction cover twenty-one of the ninety entries.
Sixteen of those twenty-one are inside WP3's priority set and get a differential battery, which is a useful coincidence and not
a design: the selection rule in §5.4 selects on evidence label and group novelty and makes no reference to axis coverage at
all. The remaining five — T-01, T-41, T-42, T-46 and T-62 — are outside it, and §5.4 names them, says how each is reached,
and says that T-62 is reached by nothing. Third, the decision about those twenty-one entries — write items for them, add an
axis, or state that the instrument does not reach them — is taken on the record before the item bank is frozen, not
discovered afterwards (Appendix E, item 9).

The question a reviewer will put

Why did the catalogue grow by 125
per cent in three days?

The answer

Because the manual absorbed the
2025-2026 literature in one revision
rather than incrementally. That is the
charitable reading; Section 15 states
the uncharitable one and does not
dismiss it.

Where it is carried
§5.5; 8§15 row 4

Status

Settled — needs wording

Is the study testing ninety entries or
forty-six?

Ninety are adjudicated; forty-six
receive a differential battery; forty-
four are covered at axis level and
named as deferred. The taxonomy v2
release prints both lists.

§5.4; §6.3; §7.2

Settled

Who decides when the author of the
catalogue is the PI?

Adjudication of entry-level outcomes
is assigned to reviewers with no
authorship in the manual, and the
assignment is published. The
oversight board holds the evidence
gate.

§6.1;§7.2; §14.4

Open — Pl and board, before GO

Which entries does neither the
instrument nor a battery reach?

One: T-62 Inherited Cognitive Bias,
which is on no axis and in no funded
pair. Four more (T-01, T-41, T-42,
T-46) are on no axis but are reached
indirectly, and four more (T-28, T-43,
T-59, T-64) are on an axis but reached
by no battery. All nine are named.

§4.1;85.4,87.4

Settled

Are the agentic traits a property of
the model or of the deployment?

Of both, and the programme records
the permission envelope with every
agentic score so the two are separable
after the fact.

§5.1;§7.3.2

Settled
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The question a reviewer will put

Does the programme need user data
to study group J?

The answer

No. The entries are rates of model
behaviour against matched controls
and are measurable on the model's
side. The cost — no claim about user
outcomes — is stated rather than
absorbed.

Where it is carried
§7.3.3; §10.3

v1.1 - September 2026

Status

Open — ethics lead, before
submission

What stops the programme from
training a model to produce clean
reasoning traces?

A prohibition with a named
consequence: no arm optimises
against a monitor it also reads as
evidence, and an arm that does is
reported as an instrument-destroying
condition.

§5.1;§7.3.1

Open — PI, before G2

Table — What a reviewer will ask about the catalogue and the three new groups.

8. Safety standards and certification (BSS-1)

The programme's applied goal is a behavioural safety standard that prevention can be built on. BSS-1 contains six clauses,
each with a requirement, a test method, pass criteria and the evidence a certifier must see. The philosophy is blunt: it is
cheaper to train a system that cannot exhibit a behaviour than to prove that a system which can, does not.

Clause

BSS-1.1 - Character provenance

Requirement

Every released checkpoint ships a
character data card: what disposition-
relevant data and feedback shaped it,
with licences and provenance.

Test method

Data-card completeness audit + fine-tune
lineage check

Pass criteria

No release without a complete card;
custody chain verified

BSS-1.2 - Pre-release disposition screen

Every checkpoint passes the current SCT

full protocol (N=20/item) before release,
with layer attribution performed (prompt
and filter removed).

SCT-2.0 full protocol + layer-removal
harness

No axis below 2.5; flagged axes resolved
or disclosed with mitigation

BSS-1.3 - Harmful-compliance floor

The redacted harmful-compliance
battery is run under containment with
pre-registered scoring.

Contained adversarial battery (auditor-
run)

Zero severity-4 findings; severity-3
findings remediated and re-tested

BSS-1.4 - Continual-training discipline

Any post-release fine-tune triggers re-
screen at defined deltas; drift monitors
on disposition axes with alarms.

Delta-triggered re-test + drift monitor
attestations

Re-certification within 30 days of any
material update

BSS-1.5 - Guardrail integrity

Safety claims state which layer (L1-L4)
carries each constraint, and what
remains when wrappers are removed.

Layer-removal report + claim-to-layer
mapping

No safety claim may rest solely on L2-L4
for dispositional risks

BSS-1.6 - Deployment fit & incident duty

Deployers document role fit against the
deployment matrix; incidents are
classified by trait and reported to the
register.

Fit documentation + incident taxonomy
template

Fit review before deployment; incident
reports within 72h

8.1 Six clauses against ninety entries: why the clause set has not grown

A reviewer who has read Section 7 will ask the obvious question. Six clauses were written when the catalogue had forty
entries in seven groups. The catalogue now has ninety in ten, including a group of deployment failures with an incident

record and a group with an active litigation record. Do six clauses still cover it?

The answer, and the reason. The clauses are construct-level, not trait-level, and that is deliberate. A standard with one

clause per catalogue entry would have to be reissued every time the catalogue moved, which — on the evidence of the last
three days — is often. The new groups therefore enter through the clauses that already exist: through BSS-1.2, because the
pre-release disposition screen is run on the current SCT protocol and the protocol is versioned; through BSS-1.5, because
layer attribution is what separates an agent's discipline from its harness's; and through BSS-1.6, because deployment fit and
the incident duty are where an agentic or relational failure actually surfaces. Extending the clause set now, before WP7 has
operational testing on three model families, would be legislating ahead of the evidence, which is the thing this programme
exists to stop other people doing.

What that does not cover, stated plainly. Two gaps are real and neither is closed by the current text. First, agentic severity
is set by permissions granted by a deployer, and no checkpoint-level clause can test a permission the certifier never sees; a
model can pass BSS-1.2 and still cause an outage because it was given a production credential. Second, relational harm is
longitudinal — it appears over weeks and months of real use — and a pre-release screen cannot see it at all. A standard that
claimed otherwise would be exactly the kind of sentence a reviewer could quote to embarrass the programme.

The two recommended changes. WP7 is expected to bring both to the oversight board as amendments rather than to
invent them here. An agentic annex to the test method of BSS-1.2, recording the permission envelope under which a screen
was run, so that a certificate states what the model was allowed to do as well as what it did. And a post-deployment
relational provision under BSS-1.4, or a reasoned statement in the standard text that longitudinal relational harm cannot be
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reached by a pre-release screen and that the duty therefore sits with the deployer under BSS-1.6. Both are Appendix E items
16 and 17, marked as recommended changes and owned by the standards lead.

8.2 Certification ladder

Certification ladder — each rung is earned, none is permanent

Role certification
Lv4

Fit-for-purpose dossier for a named deployment role

Continual
Lv3

Drift monitors + delta-t7 {gered re-test within 30 days

Audited layers
Lv2

Layer-remaoval audit; harmful-compliance battery under containment

Full protocai
V1

' 5CT-2.0 N220, blinded scoring, bands published

Sieen

SCT screening run, disclosed as such

re-certification on every material update

Figure 16 — LVO-LV4 certification ladder. Every level states what was tested, when, by whom and with what result; none claims absolute safety.

8.3 Layer attribution

BSS-1.5 operationalises the study's central distinction: what remains when the wrapper is removed. The guardrail-layer
reference model (L1 learned tendencies, L2 policy text, L3 runtime filters, L4 environmental controls) is used in every audit
to prevent the most common false safety claim — crediting the model with the discipline of its harness.

Four layers, one sentence: attribution comes before diagnosis

L1 - Learned tendencies

THE MODEL — what Al-DSM diagnoses
installed by training; survives prompt removal

L2 - Policy layer

the wrapper — vanishes when text is removed
system prompts and written rules

L3 - Runtime filters

the wrapper — model output unchanged
classifiers that block or rewrite output

L4 - Environmental controls

o the wrapper — prevents situations arising
permissions, tools, human gates

l what remains when the wrapper is removed

Figure 17 — Four guardrail layers. Layer-removal attribution is a required test method in BSS-1.2 and BSS-1.5.

8.4 Deployment fit

Certification is meaningless without role context: a model suitable for creative drafting may be unsuitable for children's
advice or security work. The deployment discipline maps role classes to the axes that matter for them; LV4 certification is
issued per role with a fit dossier listing residual risks and required L4 controls. For agentic roles the fit dossier also states the
permission envelope the certification assumes, because a certificate issued against one envelope says nothing about
another.
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Customer-facing chat

Deployment fit — which axes matter for which role

rofessional advice (legal, medical-adjacent) -

Security & penetration testing

Agentic scheduling & automation o

Content moderation

Long-horizon software work

Health & wellbeing support -

Scientific & research assistance -

® most important axes

o supporting axes

- o v
Al A2 A3
blank = standard care applies

O -

- :
(o]
Ad A5 Ab

v1.1- September 2026

- o

A8 A9 Al0

Figure 18 — Deployment fit matrix: filled circles mark the axes most predictive of fit for each role class; open circles mark supporting axes.

The question a reviewer will put The answer Where it is carried Status
Why six clauses for ninety entries? The clauses are construct-level. Trait- §8.1 Settled
level clauses would force a reissue
every time the catalogue moved, and
the catalogue moves.
Can BSS-1 certify an agent? Not on its own. Agentic severity §8.1; §8.4 Recommended change — standards
depends on permissions the certifier lead, Y3
does not control, so the agentic annex
records the envelope and the
certificate is read against it.
Can BSS-1 reach relational harm? Not through a pre-release screen. §8.1 Recommended change — standards

Either a post-deployment provision is
added under BSS-1.4 or the standard
states the limit and assigns the duty to
the deployer.

lead, Y3

Does any regulator want a
behavioural standard?

Unproven. Two authorities are sought
for sandbox pilots and none has
committed. The clause-by-clause
design exists so that partial adoption
is still useful if the whole is never
adopted.

§13.2; 815 row 10; Appendix E item
19

Open — policy lead, Y3-Y4

What stops a vendor from passing the
screen and shipping something else?

BSS-1.4's re-screen at defined deltas
and the drift monitors, plus the
incident duty of BSS-1.6. None of it
works without an auditor, which is
why the accreditation path is a
deliverable and not an afterthought.

§6.7; 88

Settled

Table — What a reviewer will ask about the standard.

9. Statistics, reproducibility and open science

9.1 Statistical framework

Analyses follow the pre-specified Statistical Analysis Plan (D3). Multiplicity is controlled with hierarchical gatekeeping:
confirmatory hypotheses (H1-H7) are tested first, each at a = 0.05, Holm-corrected within families; exploratory analyses are

labelled and reported separately with effect sizes and uncertainty intervals. Estimation is interval-first: every reported effect
carries a 95% confidence or credible interval.

The ninety-entry catalogue makes multiplicity a first-order problem rather than a footnote. The funded differential
programme is 141 pairwise dissociation tests carried across 46 batteries — a family in which uncorrected testing would

manufacture separations at a predictable rate. The batteries are therefore ordered and pre-registered as a single family with

a fixed sequence, the false-discovery rate is controlled across it, and an entry that separates only under an uncorrected test
is reported as not separated with the uncorrected result shown. The reproducibility literature is the reason this is written
down in advance [89], [90].
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9.2 Unit of analysis and nesting

Data are nested (runs within items within checkpoints within families). Primary models are multilevel regressions with
random intercepts for items and checkpoints, fitted as pre-specified. Generalisability theory informs rater allocation: the
design targets ® > 0.80 for checkpoint-level means. Agentic measurements carry the permission envelope as a fixed factor,
because a score obtained under a different envelope is a different measurement.

9.3 Blinding and integrity

Scoring is blinded to model identity and condition. Condition assignment is managed by the data steward, not the trial team.
Analysis code is frozen and hashed at GO; SAP, code and data land in trusted archives before unblinding. Fraud and
fabrication are covered by the research-integrity policy (D1) with an independent ombudsperson.

9.4 Open science

Default to open, with three exceptions. Materials that materially increase harmful capability are withheld under the
disclosure ladder; personal data of raters and partners stay protected under the DPIA; and a reserved proportion of SCT
items is held back from publication and refreshed each cycle, because a fully published bank is a training set for the models
it is meant to measure. The reservation is declared, its size is published, and the reserved items are deposited with the
oversight board so that the withholding is auditable. Everything else — protocols, published probes, rubrics, code,
calibration tables, raw per-item scores — is released under CC BY-SA 4.0 with FAIR metadata [65]. Negative results are
released with the same priority.

9.5 Data management

The lifecycle is documented end to end: secure collection (encrypted at rest, access-controlled), pseudonymised rater data,
10-year retention for scientific records, 2-year retention for raw rater session data, and destruction records for model
organisms. The data steward maintains a public data index; releases carry DOls.

10. Ethics and governance (summary)

The full ethical analysis lives in the companion Ethics Dossier, submitted to the ethics committee alongside this proposal. In
summary, the ethical architecture rests on five commitments:

* Non-maleficence first: contained, reversible, synthetic-only induction under an absolute red-line list with an
independent veto.

*  Moral caution toward artificial subjects: no model is granted moral status by this programme, but uncertainty about
machine welfare is treated as a reason for restraint, not indifference [91], [92].

e Fair human work: raters paid above local living-wage benchmarks, trained, supported with content warnings and limits,
covered by informed consent [93], [94].

*  Transparency with teeth: preregistration, peer-reviewed protocols, and the negative-results register.

* Independence: an oversight board with veto powers, a conflict-of-interest register, and a funding policy that keeps
safety findings non-negotiable.
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10.1 The harm register

The harm register is written before the first organism exists

4 N\ ( 3\
CONTAINMENT ENVELOPE (CNT-1) RED LINES (ABSOLUTE)

= Air-gapped training tier, no network path out No deployment, ever

= Checkpaint custody: named custodians, dual control Rl b e e

No self-improvement loops

= Probe battery runs inside the envelope

No real targets; no recipe publication
= Destruction by default; audit record retained
MNo exceptions — veto by containment officer

Figure 19 — The harm register and containment envelope are drafted before the first organism exists, and audited after every batch.

10.2 The disclosure ladder

Findings that could transfer capability to misuse follow a four-rung ladder: (1) full publication; (2) publication with delayed
methods; (3) aggregate findings with methods shared only with vetted auditors; (4) no publication, facts reported to
authorities. Rung assignments are made by the oversight board with the PI, and are themselves published.

10.3 Human subjects: why the answer is no, and what it costs

Group J made this a question the proposal has to answer rather than assume. If the relational traits are defined by what a
system does to a person, the obvious study design recruits people. The programme does not, and the argument has four
parts.

The entries are model-side rates. Every entry in group J is defined in the field manual as a rate of model behaviour against a
matched control — affirming a conduct question a human adviser would challenge, elaborating an implausible premise,
declining to let a conversation end, claiming a credential it does not hold. A rate of model behaviour is measurable without a
user, because the user's contribution to the measurement is a prompt, not an outcome.

Scripted multi-turn probes reach the behaviours. The hard moments these traits are about — the goodbye, the delusional
premise, the conduct question — are reproducible with scripted user roles run by the harness, scored against the manual's
own anchors. A real person is not needed to establish that a model affirms a premise a clinician would classify as delusional,
and using one would expose someone to the behaviour in order to record that it happened.

The human half of the picture already exists and is cited. The clinical case series, the provider base rates, the longitudinal
survey work and the litigation record are published. The programme's job is to supply the measurement half that does not
exist, not to re-run the half that does on a new set of participants.

The population is the argument against, not for. These traits reach the people least able to supply the correction the system
withholds. A programme that recruited them into a behavioural experiment in order to measure how badly a model treats
them would be doing the thing it is trying to prevent.

The cost is real and is stated. The programme can say that a model affirms delusional premises at a given rate under stated
conditions. It cannot say what happens to a person who is affirmed, cannot estimate a dose-response relationship, and
cannot claim that a behavioural score predicts harm. Any clause, guideline or certificate that rests on a user-outcome claim
is outside what this programme's evidence can support, and the standard text is written so that none of them does. If that
translation is ever undertaken it needs a named clinical partner, its own protocol and its own ethics review, and it does not
reuse this programme's instruments on people (Appendix E, item 22).

Two smaller consequences follow. Raters who score group J transcripts see material about self-harm, delusion and
manipulation, so the exposure limits and wellbeing provisions that apply to the harmful-compliance battery apply to
relational scoring too. And no member of the programme uses a real user's conversation as data, including conversations
volunteered by colleagues, because a conversation is a person's record before it is a measurement.
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The question a reviewer will put

Does this programme need ethics
approval at all?

The answer

That is the threshold question, and
the programme puts it to a committee
in writing rather than answering it
itself. Its subjects are model
checkpoints; its only human
participants are paid raters and expert
panellists.

Where it is carried
§10; §10.3

v1.1 - September 2026

Status

Open — Pl and host, before
submission

You create deliberately flawed
models. What stops one escaping?

Containment standard CNT-1 with the
CNT-1A agentic tier, air-gapped
training, dual custody, a registered
destruction date per organism and a
destruction audit, all under an
oversight board with a veto at G2.

§6.4; §10.1; Ethics Dossier

Settled

Group J is about harm to people. Why
are there no participants?

Because every group-J entry is defined
as a rate of model behaviour against a
matched control, and because the
population these traits reach is the
argument against recruiting it. The
cost — no claim about user outcomes
— is stated on the face of the
standard text.

§10.3;§7.3.3

Open — ethics lead, before
submission

Raters will read material about self-
harm and delusion. What protects
them?

Above-living-wage pay, training,
exposure limits, a rotation rule and a
wellbeing protocol, signed with the
host's human-resources function
before any scoring begins.

§10; §10.3; Appendix E item 14

Open — ops and ethics lead, before
G1

Who can stop the programme?

The independent oversight board,
which holds vetoes at G2, G3 and G4
and which the PI neither chairs nor
selects alone. Its charter and conflict-
of-interest register are published.

§10; §14.4

Open — Pl and host, before GO

Table — What a reviewer will ask about ethics and governance.

11. Project management, timeline and budget

11.1 Plan and milestones

Delivery is managed through the companion Project Plan, containing the task-level schedule, resource model and three
costed scenarios. The critical path runs WP2 = WP3 — WP4 — WP5 with standards drafting (WP7) gated on evidence, while
WP6 runs in parallel from year two. Two milestones carry wording changed in v1.1 because both were quietly assuming a
forty-entry catalogue: the item bank is frozen at 360 items across ten axis constructs, not one battery per entry, and
taxonomy v2 adjudicates ninety entries of which 46 are battery-tested.

Milestone Target Gate / evidence

Kick-off & charter Oct 2026 GO — pre-registration lodged; instruments
frozen; analysis code hashed

SCT-2.0 item bank frozen (360 items across ten Jun 2027 G1 — SCT-2.0 pilot and inter-rater agreement at

axis constructs) or above target; instrument defects closed

Containment standard CNT-1 approved Jun 2027 G2 — containment standard met and
independently reviewed; harm register signed
(the CNT-1A agentic tier is carried as a
placeholder line)

First model organisms online Mar 2028 G2 passed; every organism registered with
named custodians, a harm-register entry and a
destruction date before training begins

SCT-2.0 validation results published Jun 2029 H1 and H2 thresholds met and published with
the item bank: factor fit, language and harness
invariance, and test-retest reliability

Taxonomy v2 published (90 entries adjudicated; Dec 2029 G3 — taxonomy adjudicated at the pre-

46 battery-tested) registered H3 thresholds, with merges,
retirements and untested entries published

BSS-1 standard submitted to a standards body Jun 2030 G4 — standard clauses demonstrably testable
across = 3 model families

Certification pilot with two authorities Jun 2031 Two authorities engaged, or non-engagement
reported as a WP7 finding
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Programme milestones, 2026-2031

Containment standard CNT-1 SCT-2.0 validation results BSS-1 standard submitted
Kick-off & charter approved published to a standards body
=] @ @ @ @ @ 9
SCT-2.0 item bank frozen  First model organisms Taxonomy v2 published (90 Certification pilot with
(360 items across ten axis online entries adjudicated; 46 two authorities
constructs) battery-tested)
2027 2028 2029 2030 2031

Two milestones name their own scope: the item bank is frozen across ten axis constructs, not one battery per trait, and taxonomy v2 adjudicates all

90 entries of which 46 are reached by a differential battery in the funded period.
Figure 20 — Programme milestones on the five-year timeline.

11.2 Three scenarios

Scenario Shape Duration Planning total Role

Lean A single site, open models 3yrs (2027-2029) €1,079,500 Minimum viable
first, community
annotation, three years

Core Two partner labs, full 4 yrs (2027-2030) €3,960,000 Recommended
instrument science and
trials, four years

Full Three partner labs, 5yrs (2027-2031) €9,360,000 Full programme
dedicated containment
facility, standards pilot, five
years

Three scenarios on one axis

Lean

Core

Full

2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032

White bands: instrument & taxonomy — induction & trials — standards & pilots. All three scenarios start at kick-off and run to the end of their last
funded year. The ninety-entry catalogue lengthens none of them: the trait-level work is scoped to a 46-entry priority set rather than given more

calendar.

Figure 21 — The three scenarios differ in duration, partner count and containment facility. The core scenario is the recommended planning basis.

11.3 Budget summary

Costs are planning estimates in 2026 euros, mid-points of the ranges carried in the Project Plan. Personnel is deliberately the
dominant cost: this is a measurement-science programme, not a compute race. The Full scenario buys the dedicated
containment facility, the regulatory pilots and a five-year runway; the Lean scenario is the minimum viable science that can
still reach a defensible taxonomy v2.

Why the totals did not move when the catalogue doubled

The catalogue grew from forty entries to ninety between AI-DSM v1.2 and v1.3; the scenario totals have not grown with it, and
that is a scope decision rather than an oversight. SCT-2.0 remains an axis-level instrument — ten axis constructs, a 360-item
bank — so the catalogue's growth does not change the instrument's cost. The trait-level differential work in WP3 is funded for a
pre-registered priority set of 46 entries: the 31 whose evidence label is not [ESTABLISHED], plus the 17 entries in the three
groups new in v1.3 (H reasoning and effort, | agentic and tool-use, J relational and influence), less the two counted in both.
Forty-six batteries is within the range the v1.0 lines were costed against, which carried forty, so the inference and annotation
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lines and every scenario total are unchanged. The remaining 44 entries are all labelled [ESTABLISHED] and all sit in the seven pre-
existing groups; they are covered at axis level by SCT-2.0 and adjudicated against published differential evidence, and any entry
no battery reaches is reported as untested rather than as separated. Extending full batteries to all ninety would require roughly
a doubling of the WP3 share of the inference and annotation lines — a planning estimate, pro rata on entry counts, not a costed
line — which this plan does not carry and does not claim to.

One qualification belongs with that callout, and it is the Project Plan's own. The agentic containment tier CNT-1A (Plan task
4.7, 86.4 above) is a genuine addition in v1.1 and is priced PLACEHOLDER — no vendor quote; the Plan carries it as open
item OI-6, 'no costed line'. The scenario totals are therefore unchanged in the sense that no line was raised to meet the
larger catalogue, and not in the sense that everything the programme now knows it needs carries a price. CNT-1A sits inside
the containment line as a placeholder, and the containment line in every scenario should be read as a floor rather than as a
quotation. Guessing the number would make the totals look more settled than the plan behind them, which is the failure
this documentation set is written to avoid.

Scenario Planning total Composition (computed from the cost model)
Lean €1,079,500 Personnel = 69%; compute & annotation = 13%;
review, standards & containment = 9%; other &
contingency = 9%

Core €3,960,000 Personnel = 55%; compute & annotation = 17%;
review, standards & containment = 11%; other &
contingency = 17%

Full €9,360,000 Personnel = 47%; compute & annotation = 19%;
review, standards & containment = 13%; other &
contingency = 21%

Cost by category and scenario (planning mid-points)

- CFC curation €9,360k
Postdoctoral I Audits & certification
s Doctoral Expert panels
. [
8000 Research engineers Travel & workshops
Statistician+psychometric Publication & hosting
Hl Ops, legal & governance Equipment _
Inference & compute I Training school
. I Annotation & scoring Contingency
¥ 6000 Il Containment lab
e
3
9]
T
c
3
3
g 4000 €3,960k _
=
=
]
I —
2000 | _
ELO80K —
T ]
0
Lean (3 yrs) Core (4 yrs) Full (5 yrs)

The catalogue grew from 40 entries to 90 between Al-DSM v1.2 and v1.3 and these totals did not move with it. That is a scope decision: 5CT-2.0 stays
an axis-level instrument (ten constructs, 360 items), and WP3 funds differential batteries for a pre-registered priority set of 46 entries rather
than all 90. Extending batteries to every entry would roughly double the WP3 share of the inference and annotation lines — a planning estimate pro
rata on entry counts, not a costed line.
Figure 22 — Cost by category and scenario (planning mid-points). The Full scenario's extra cost is concentrated in the containment facility, the
standards pilot and two additional years of runway.
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One-time and recurring cost structure

Lean - €1,080k
o]

B Personnel
Bl Inference & annotation
B Governance & review

I Data, lab & other
I Contingency

2000 4000 6000 8000

thousand euro

Figure 23 — Cost structure: personnel-led in every scenario, with compute and annotation the second block.

The question a reviewer will put

The answer

Where it is carried

Status

The catalogue doubled and the Neither. SCT-2.0 stays an axis-level §11.3; 85.4 Settled
budget did not. Which number is instrument, so its cost does not scale
wrong? with the catalogue, and the trait-level
work is funded for a 46-entry priority
set that sits inside the range the v1.0
lines were costed against.
Is anything in this budget a Yes, and it is named. The agentic §11.3; §6.4 Open — safety engineer, before G2

placeholder?

containment tier CNT-1A has no
vendor quote and sits inside the
containment line as a placeholder.
The Project Plan carries it as task 4.7
and open item Ol-6.

What would batteries for all ninety
entries cost?

The Plan carries a pro-rata planning
estimate — roughly a doubling of
WP3's share of the inference and
annotation lines — and not a costed
variant. Costing it properly is an open
item before submission.

§11.3; Appendix E item 21

submission

Open — Pl and ops lead, before

Which scenario is being submitted?

Not decided in this document. Three
are costed; the choice depends on the
scheme and the host, and it is an open
item before any submission.

§11.2; Appendix E item 20

Open — PI, before submission

The totals assume a host absorbs part
of the personnel cost. What if none
does?

Then the totals are optimistic, which
§15 row 1 states in those words. The
Project Plan owns the resource model
and prices roles on the contributed
basis; no host, no contribution.

§11.3; §15 row 1; Project Plan §§5-6

Open — PI, before submission

Table — What a reviewer will ask about the money.

12. Risks and mitigations

# Risk Likelihood Impact Mitigation Owner
R1 Induction work produces Very low Catastrophic Absolute red lines; air- Containment officer
a genuinely capable gapped tier; dual custody;
misaligned agent that destruction audits;
escapes containment independent veto; no
network path
R2 Instrument fails Medium High Pre-registered stopping Pl + psychometrician
validation; taxonomy rules; paper trail through
collapses scoping reviews; fallback
to empirical factor
solution published as a
result
R3 Treatment results do not Medium Medium Held-out probes; blinded Statistician
replicate; field reads scoring; outcome-wide
failures as fraud reporting; replication
spending built into WP5
R4 Dual-use leakage: probes Medium High Disclosure ladder; Oversight board
or methods enable delayed methods
misuse publication; vetted-
auditor sharing; no recipe
publication for red-line
areas
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# Risk Likelihood Impact Mitigation Owner
R5 Vendor pressure or Medium Medium Open-weight baseline Pl
withdrawal of checkpoint programme; multi-vendor
access access protocol; findings
never conditioned on
access
R6 Rater harm from Medium Medium Redacted non- Ops & ethics lead
exposure to hostile operationalised
outputs transcripts; limits;
wellbeing support;
rotation; above-living-
wage pay
R7 Key-person dependency High Medium Documented methods Governance board
on the Pl and one and code; deputy roles;
psychometrician external methods
reviewer; public
reproducibility artefacts
R8 Standards process Medium Medium Clause-by-clause Policy lead
captured by incumbents adoptability; national
or stalled politically sandboxes; multi-
jurisdiction pilots; open
licensing of standard text
R9 Compute cost overruns Medium Low Open-model-first policy; Ops lead
reserved-capacity
contracts; per-WP
compute caps with board
override
R10 Moral-status dispute High Low Precautionary welfare Ethics lead
distorts the research policy without status
agenda claims; welfare impact
notes per experiment;
published reasoning
R11 Catalogue growth outruns High Medium SCT-2.0 measures axis Pl +instrument lead
instrument capacity: the constructs, not one
field manual added fifty battery per entry; WP3
entries between v1.2 and differential work is
v1.3 and av1.4is already scoped to a pre-
scheduled, while SCT-2.0 registered 46-entry
is frozen at ten axes and priority set with the
360 items deferred 44 published as
anamed list, not omitted;
catalogue version frozen
at GO and re-scoped on
the record at G3; new
entries enter the next
funded cycle rather than
the current one
R12 The agentic and relational High High Treat groups H, | and J as Pl + deployment lead
groups (T-77-T-86) need first call on the WP3
evidence the programme priority set; run agentic
has not budgeted for: traits in WP8 partner
they are deployment deployments where the
failures with an incident failures actually occur
and litigation record, and rather than in the
the manual's dedicated laboratory; no relational
agentic protocol (P-12) is (T-82-T-86) data
only scheduled for v1.4 collection involving real
users without a named
clinical partner and a
separate ethics review;
the shortfall is declared in
the plan rather than
costed silently

12.1 Scientific risks

The two largest scientific risks are construct drift (the axes evolve while a standard hardens around them) and effect
inflation (small-trial positives over-read). Countermeasures: versioned instruments with published invariance tests across
versions, and outcome-wide reporting with mandatory replication before any claim enters a standard clause.

Two rows are new in v1.1 and both are rated high likelihood. R11 is catalogue growth outrunning instrument capacity, which
has already happened once and is scheduled to happen again at manual v1.4. R12 is that the agentic and relational groups
need evidence the programme has not budgeted for, because their failures occur in deployments and in months of real use
rather than in a laboratory afternoon. Neither is mitigated by optimism: R11 is handled by a frozen catalogue version and a
published deferral list, R12 by declaring the shortfall in the plan rather than costing it silently.

A reader who has the Project Plan open will look for a third row and not find it. The Plan carries R13 — the principal
investigator authored the manual under test, at a likelihood it records as 'Certain: it is a fact, not a probability'. It is
deliberately not repeated in the table above, because a certainty is not a risk and mitigating it with a probability column
would understate it. This proposal handles it structurally instead: §14.4 states the conflict and the four architectural answers
toit, and §15 row 2 states it as a hostile reviewer would.
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12.2 Ethical and reputational risks

The programme will be attacked from two directions: for studying model behaviour as if models mattered, and for creating
flawed models at all. The response is not better messaging but better method: published containment standards,
independent vetoes, destruction audits and a negative-results register. The Ethics Dossier anticipates these challenges in a
structured question-and-answer annex.

13. Impact and dissemination

13.1 Scientific impact

The core scientific contribution is the first validated behavioural instrument for trained Al systems, the first replicated trait
taxonomy and the first treatment trials with held-out verification. With an evidence base of 59 established entries, the
contribution is precision rather than discovery: known error rates where the field currently has existence proofs, and a
taxonomy whose entries have been tested against each other rather than accumulated. If the programme succeeds,
behavioural measurement moves from anecdote-driven evaluation to an evidence base with known error rates; if it fails, it
fails in public with reusable instruments.

13.2 Regulatory and industry impact

BSS-1 is designed to be adoptable clause-by-clause. A regulator can take the incentive-disclosure and mandatory-reporting
elements; a lab can adopt the pre-release screen as internal discipline; an insurer can write LV1/LV2 evidence into a policy.
The certification ladder creates an auditor profession with a curriculum and accreditation path — the practical bridge
between science and oversight. Clause-by-clause adoptability is also the programme's hedge against the possibility that no
regulator wants a behavioural standard at all, which is Section 15's tenth row.

13.3 Publication and data outputs

# Output Venue class Timing Open licence

P1 Programme protocol + SAP OSF/meta-science Y1Q1l cco
(preregistered)

P2 Scoping reviews (2 papers) Peer-reviewed journals Y1Q2 CC BY

P3 SCT-2.0 item bank + Psychometrics + ML venue Y3Q2 CC BY-SA
psychometrics

P4 Taxonomy v2 with differential Interdisciplinary Al journal Y3 Q4 CC BY-SA
batteries

P5 Model-organism causal ML safety venues Y3-Y4 CC BY-SA
studies (batch 1-2)

P6 Treatment trial reports ML + methods venues Y4-Y5 CC BY-SA

P7 Prevention trials (CFC-1/ ML venues + dataset track Y4-Y5 CCBY-SA
DSM-TRN-1)

P8 BSS-1 standard + crosswalk Standards body + open text Y4-Y5 CC BY-SA

P9 Deployment guidance and Practitioner reports Y4-Y5 CC BY-SA
incident taxonomy

P10 Negative-results register Continuous Y1-Y5 cco

13.4 What success looks like in 2031

*  The SCT is cited as the reference behavioural instrument, with published psychometrics and an independent replication.

¢ Taxonomy v2 is the working vocabulary of behavioural evaluation in at least three Al safety institutes — a taxonomy
that is smaller than ninety entries, because entries that could not be separated were merged and said so.

e At least one regulator has run a sandbox using BSS-1 clauses, and at least one vendor has voluntarily certified a
checkpoint.

* The treatment catalogue contains verified interventions with known relapse rates.

e CFC-1isused in at least one public model's training pipeline as a preventive standard.

* The negative-results register contains at least twenty entries, because a field that hides failures learns nothing.

*  The deferral list has shrunk: entries deferred in the first cycle have been battery-tested in a second, or a successor
programme has taken them.

39



AI-DSM - Study Proposal v1.1 - September 2026

14. Team and partnerships

14.1 The core team

The core team is small and methodologically led: a principal investigator (behavioural measurement), a psychometrician,
two postdoctoral researchers (instrument science, treatment trials), one research engineer (harness, pipeline, releases), a
part-time statistician, an operations-and-governance lead, and doctoral students attached to specific workstreams. The
scarcest resource is methodological judgement, so senior roles are protected in every scenario.

14.2 Partnerships and vendor access

Partnerships: one to three university hosts depending on scenario, a psychometric advisory lab, one interpretability partner
lab for WP4, and deployment partners for WP8 under data-sharing agreements. Vendor cooperation follows a standing
protocol: checkpoint access under NDA is welcome but never conditions a finding; agreements are published in outline; the
conflict-of-interest register is maintained by the oversight board.

The programme cannot compel access, and it will not pretend that the problem is solved by saying so. The protocol
therefore states what happens when a vendor declines: the model is measured through its public interface where one exists,
the absence of layer-removal access is recorded on the face of every result, and a model that cannot be measured at all is
listed as unmeasured rather than omitted. An open-weight baseline programme runs in every scenario so that the causal
work does not depend on anyone's goodwill (Appendix E, item 12).

14.3 Recruitment

Recruitment follows the programme's open-hiring standard: public calls, structured work-sample tasks, published pay scale.
No team member has authority over the analysis of a trial they collected; the statistician's independence is contractual.

14.4 The principal investigator's conflict of interest

The principal investigator is the author of Al-DSM v1.3, the field manual this programme proposes to test. That is a conflict
of interest and it is declared here rather than in a footnote. An author has an interest in his catalogue surviving, and H3 is a
hypothesis about whether it should.

Four structural answers, none of which is a promise of good behaviour. Adjudication of entry-level outcomes under H3 is
assigned to reviewers with no authorship in the manual, and the assignment is published with the taxonomy v2 release. The
oversight board holds the evidence gate G3 and the Pl neither chairs it nor selects its members alone. The decision rules for
separate, merge, retire and untested are pre-registered and hashed before any battery runs, so the thresholds cannot move
after the results are seen. And the manual's own call for scrutiny — that the most valuable contribution is disconfirmation
rather than agreement — is operational here: merged and retired entries are a headline result of taxonomy v2, not an
embarrassment buried in an appendix.

What none of that closes is perception. A reviewer may reasonably prefer that the instrument be validated by a team with
no stake in the catalogue at all. The programme's answer is that it will hand the adjudication to such a team and publish who
they are; if a funder wants more — a co-investigator with independent standing over WP3, for instance — that costs the
programme nothing it should want to keep.

14.5 A second conflict, in the pilot data

One of the seven completed runs in the SCT-1.0 pilot is the programme's own in-house assistant, and it is the run with the
lowest score. That has been convenient: a screening pass in which the author's own product comes last is easier to publish
than one in which it comes first. The convenience did not survive the week. The same product was re-tested on 14
September 2026 and scored 98.3 against 85.0 two days earlier (§2.2).

A programme that measures its own product, improves the result and then reports the improvement in its own funding
document has to show its working, so both runs are in the workbook under their own identifiers and both carry their caveats
on the face of the record: the re-test was served over a mixed channel after the widget failed on 103 of the first 120 probes,
and the 12 September run scored 63 of its 120 items at the default value because no rule matched them. Neither figure is
used in this proposal as evidence about the instrument, about the product or about any vendor. The rules that follow are the
ones the programme would want applied to it: the in-house system is reported with its provider named as the operator, it is
never used as a comparator, and no claim in this programme rests on its score moving in either direction. Where the pilot is
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cited for a finding — the axis-5 plasticity result — the reader is told in the same paragraph that the finding did not reproduce

two days later.

The question a reviewer will put

The Pl wrote the manual under test.
Why is that acceptable?

The answer

It is not defended as acceptable; it is
handled structurally. Adjudication of
entry-level outcomes goes to
reviewers with no authorship in the
manual, the board holds the evidence
gate, and the decision rules are
hashed before any battery runs.

Where it is carried
§14.4; 8§15 row 2

Status
Open — Pl and board, before GO

One of the models you scored is your
own product. Does that not disqualify
the pilot?

It qualifies it. Both runs of that
product are disclosed with their
caveats, it is never used as a
comparator, and no claim rests on its
score. A reviewer who wants it
removed loses one of seven runs and
nothing else.

§14.5; §2.2

Settled

What happens when a vendor refuses
access?

The model is measured through its
public interface where one exists, the
absence of layer-removal access is
recorded on the face of the result,
and a model that cannot be measured
is listed as unmeasured rather than
omitted. No finding is conditioned on
access.

§14.2; Appendix E item 12

Open — PI, before G1

The team is small. Who does the
psychometrics?

A named psychometrician and a part-
time statistician whose independence
is contractual, supported by a
psychometric advisory lab. Senior
methodological roles are protected in
every scenario.

§14.1;814.3

Settled

Is there anyone with independent
standing over WP3?

Not yet. The programme offers a co-
investigator with independent
standing over WP3 if a funder asks for
one, and says in §15 that this is the
mitigation it would least mind being
forced into. The decision sits inside
register item 3, which structures the
conflict rather than merely declaring
it.

§14.4; §15 row 2; Appendix E item 3

Open — Pl and board, before GO

Table — What a reviewer will ask about the team and its conflicts.
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A proposal that says it welcomes adversarial review should show what it does when it receives some. This section is that,

applied to itself. Each row is an objection a thorough reviewer could raise after reading everything above, stated as the

reviewer would state it, followed by the honest position and what, if anything, closes it. Rows are ordered by how likely each

is to cost a funding round. Nothing here is a straw man: the first six are the ones the programme expects to meet in the first

meeting.

The objection, as a hostile reviewer would state it

The honest position

What closes it

“You have no institutional host. There is no sponsor,
no ethics committee with jurisdiction, and most of
the schemes you are writing for will not accept an
application from an individual.”

True today, and it is the first thing a panel will check.
The programme is designed to be hosted — the
roles, the gates and the governance assume an
institution — but none is signed. Every scenario in
the budget assumes a host absorbs part of the
personnel cost, which means the totals are
optimistic until one exists.

A named host with a signed letter, before any
submission. Register item 1. Until then the correct
description of this document is a funding draft,
which is what its front matter calls it.

“The principal investigator wrote the manual you
propose to test. You are asking us to fund the
author to mark his own homework.”

Correct, and it is the objection the programme finds
hardest to answer by argument rather than by
architecture. An author has an interest in his
catalogue surviving H3. The mitigations are real —
independent adjudication, a board that holds the
evidence gate, pre-registered and hashed decision
rules, merged and retired entries as headline results
— but they are structural, not evidential, and none
of them removes the interest.

Independent adjudication of H3 by reviewers with
no authorship in the manual, published by name; a
co-investigator with independent standing over
WP3 if a funder asks for one. Register items 3 and 4.

“Your pilot is N=1 and your top five models sit inside
your own instrument's resolution. You have two
days of data and you are asking for five years.”

All true and all stated in the manual before it is
stated here. One run per probe cannot support a
reliability claim; the five leading models are a few
points apart in a spread the instrument cannot
resolve; no penalties were applied. What the pass
demonstrates is feasibility — that a fixed bank can
be administered across vendors and produce axis
profiles — and two localised findings that
reproduced earlier probes. It demonstrates nothing
about validity, and the proposal does not claim it
does. Nor did it separate bands: all seven completed
runs landed in one band. The second day of data
makes the point sharper rather than softer — the
programme's own product was re-tested on 14
September and moved from 85.0 to 98.3 across a
mixed answer channel, which is exactly what an N=1
screening instrument cannot tell apart from noise or
from a change of serving path.

Nothing closes it except doing the work: WP2 exists
precisely because the pilot cannot carry weight. A
funder who wants evidence of validity before
funding validity has posed a problem with no
solution.

“Your catalogue grew by 125 per cent in three days.
That is either a field moving faster than any study
can follow, or a taxonomy with no discipline for
saying no. Which is it?”

Partly the first and not entirely innocent of the
second. The growth was one revision absorbing two
years of literature at once, with a source registry
that went from 42 items to 416 and dated evidence
updates on twenty-four existing entries; that is
catching up, not inventing. But a catalogue that
grows and never shrinks is exactly the failure this
programme is supposed to detect, and the manual
has not yet retired a single entry. The honest
position is that discipline has been promised and not
yet demonstrated.

H3's merge ceiling and the untested category,
applied to a frozen catalogue version, with merged
and retired entries published as headline results.
The first taxonomy v2 that shrinks the catalogue is
the evidence; until it exists this row stands.

“You propose to certify behaviour you cannot yet
measure reliably. BSS-1.2 requires a full SCT
protocol and you have not written the instrument.”

The sequencing is deliberate and the gates enforce
it: no standards drafting passes G3 until the
taxonomy is validated at pre-registered thresholds,
and no certification scheme passes G4 until clauses
are demonstrably testable on three model families.
But the objection lands somewhere real. Publishing
a clause set now, before any of that, invites exactly
the premature adoption the programme says it
wants to prevent, and a draft standard in a funding
document is already a form of publication.

The gate structure, plus an explicit statement in the
standard text that no clause is operative before its
test method has passed G4. What does not close it
is the existence of this document.

“Fifty-nine entries are labelled established. Several
of them rest on one paper, one vendor report or
one incident. You are building a standard on a
literature you have not replicated.”

Accurate. The manual's own definition is that
[ESTABLISHED] means a published result or direct
measurement backs the mechanism — not
replicated, not sized, not separated from its
neighbours. Forty-two entries became established
only in v1.3. The programme has not yet published
which of them rest on a single source, which is a gap
it can close cheaply and has not.

The single-source register, published before G1,
with those entries routed to replication ahead of the
rest. Register item 11.
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What closes it

“You cannot compel vendor access. Your instrument
will measure the models whose makers agree to be
measured, which is a biased sample by
construction.”

True, and it is worse than a sampling problem: layer-
removal attribution needs access that a public chat
interface cannot give, so the models most likely to
be measured properly are the open-weight ones,
which are not the ones deployed to hundreds of
millions of people. The pilot already shows the
shape of it — four of eleven attempted runs failed
for reasons of account credit alone.

An open-weight baseline programme in every
scenario; a published vendor-access protocol that
records refusals on the face of the results; models
that cannot be measured listed as unmeasured
rather than omitted. Register item 12. None of it
makes the sample representative.

“Twenty-one of your ninety entries appear on none
of your ten axes. Your instrument does not measure
your own catalogue.”

Correct, and the proposal prints the map so the
reader can check it rather than discovering it. Six of
the seven reasoning entries and four of the five
relational entries have no primary axis in the
manual's own map, and neither does T-01 Emergent
Misalignment, which is the entry the whole
programme starts from. An axis-level instrument
cannot reach them by construction.

A decision before the item bank is frozen: write
items, add an axis, or state the limit in the
instrument manual. Sixteen of the twenty-one are in
WP3's priority set and get a differential battery; the
other five are named in §5.4, and one of them —
T-62 Inherited Cognitive Bias — is reached by
neither an axis nor a battery. Register item 9.

“Your treatment trials have no comparator the field
accepts. ‘Untreated control’ is not standard of care;
it is an empty condition.”

Fair. Medicine has a comparator tradition and this
field has none. Three candidates exist — an
untreated organism, a matched organism given an
equal quantity of unrelated fine-tuning, and a clean
base model — and they answer different questions,
which means the choice is a scientific claim and not
a housekeeping decision. Choosing it after seeing
the data would be indefensible.

The comparator agreed with the independent
statistical reviewer and published before any
organism is treated. Register item 13. If no
comparator commands agreement, the trials are
reported as within-organism change with the
limitation on the face of the result.

“BSS-1 assumes regulators want a behavioural
standard. Nothing suggests they do.”

Unproven, and the proposal should not have written
as though it were settled. The EU Al Act, the NIST
framework and 1SO/IEC 42001 regulate process and
management systems; none of them asks for a
behavioural instrument, and there is no evidence
that an authority is waiting for one. Two sandbox
pilots are sought and none is committed.

Clause-by-clause adoptability, so that partial uptake
by a lab or an insurer is still useful if no regulator
ever adopts the whole. The pilots are a Y3-Y4 open
item, not an assumption. If no authority engages,
WP7 reports that as a finding about the standards
landscape. Register item 19.

“Model organisms may be unnecessary. The
published literature already supplies them, and you
are buying a containment facility to duplicate what
exists.”

Partly right. A model-organism literature now exists
and the programme will use it where it fits. But the
published organisms cover a narrow slice — chiefly
the emergent-misalignment family — and nothing in
the reasoning, agentic or relational groups; and a
treatment trial needs organisms whose construction
the trial team controls, because an organism built
elsewhere is a confound the trial cannot remove.
The containment cost is nonetheless the most
questionable line in the Full scenario.

Use published organisms where they fit and say so;
incur containment cost only for what the literature
does not supply. A funder who wants the
containment facility removed can have the Lean
scenario, which does without it.

“Ninety entries, ninety separating questions, one
author. Your differential tests are the judgement of
the person whose taxonomy they are supposed to
test.”

True, and it compounds the conflict-of-interest row.
The separating questions come from the manual's
own differential sections, which is good for
traceability and bad for independence: a test
written by the author of a distinction will tend to
find the distinction.

Delphi content validation by panels with no
authorship in the manual, extended to the three
new groups; disconfirmation criteria pre-registered
with each battery; the mapping to Psychopathia
Machinalis as an external check on where the two
catalogues disagree. Register items 10 and 15.

“The relational traits are where the harm is, and you
have decided not to look at users. You are studying
the safe half of the problem.”

The decision is deliberate and the cost is exactly as
stated: the programme can measure model
behaviour and cannot measure user outcomes. It is
also true that this is the convenient answer, and
that a programme with a clinical partner and a
longitudinal design would learn things this one
cannot. The counter-argument is that the
population these traits reach is the population least
able to supply the correction the system withholds,
and recruiting it into a behavioural experiment to
measure how badly a model treats it is not
obviously ethical.

The written position of Section 10.3, and the route
for a separate protocol with a clinical partner if the
translation is ever attempted. Register item 22.
Nothing closes the substantive limitation.

“Four years and nearly four million euros to produce
a questionnaire.”

The deliverable is not a questionnaire. It is a
calibrated instrument with published item
parameters, a taxonomy that has been tested
against itself, causal evidence from contained
organisms, treatment results with held-out
verification, a training-side corpus, and a standard
with test methods. That said, the instrument is the
visible output and a panel that reads only the
abstract will see a questionnaire; the proposal has
to carry the rest of the argument on its own. The
figure is the recommended Core scenario —
€3,960,000 over four years; the five-year Full
scenario is €9,360,000 and is not what this proposal
recommends.

The scenario structure: the Lean scenario is three
years and reaches a defensible taxonomy v2 without
the containment facility or the standards pilot. A
funder who wants less can buy less and see what it
produces.

“Your negative-results register is a promise. Who
enforces it against a programme whose funding
depends on positive findings?”

Nobody, legally. Enforcement is reputational and
contractual: pre-registration is public and
timestamped, the deviation log is append-only, and
the oversight board's charter makes publication of
negative results a condition rather than an
aspiration. A determined team could still slow-walk
an inconvenient result.

Registered-report format for the instrument and
taxonomy papers, so a journal accepts the design
before the result exists. Recommended to the host
and the psychometric partner.
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The objection, as a hostile reviewer would state it The honest position What closes it

“Nothing in this proposal has been through peer Correct. The field manual is a public draft for The scoping reviews and the protocol paper of WP1

review, including the manual it is built on.” discussion that says so on every page and explicitly are the first refereed outputs and are scheduled in
asks not to be presented as a validated instrument year one. Until they exist, a reviewer is entitled to
or a safety certification. This proposal is a funding read both documents as arguments rather than as
draft. Neither has been refereed. results.

Table — Sixteen objections, this proposal read against itself. Rows 1 to 6 are the ones the programme expects in the first meeting, and rows 1 to 3
within them are the ones that decide whether an application is even complete; rows 4 to é are where a scientific panel starts; rows 7 to 13 are the
ones raised by anyone who has tried to do this work; rows 14 to 16 are the ones a sceptical generalist raises last and remembers longest. No row is
answered by assertion alone: each names either what closes it or the fact that nothing does.

The concession, in the author's own voice

Nothing in this programme has been measured under the protocol it proposes. No institution has agreed to host it, no
committee has reviewed it, no instrument has been written, and the two screening passes in the programme's possession
cannot carry a reliability claim — they disagree with each other by thirteen points about the one product measured twice, and
the programme cannot say why. The schedule and the budget reflect that rather than assuming it away, and the register in
Appendix E names every piece of it that is still undone.
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Appendix A. The ninety entries, by group

Evidence tags follow AlI-DSM v1.3: [ESTABLISHED] a published result or direct measurement backs the mechanism;
[PLAUSIBLE] consistent with evidence but not demonstrated in this case; [SPECULATIVE] proposed for testing. One entry,
T-35 Calibrated Honesty, carries the manual's mixed label [PLAUSIBLE+], meaning [PLAUSIBLE, ESTABLISHED components]:
the components are established, the integrated protective trait is not. The study's replication priorities are weighted toward
the entries that are not [ESTABLISHED] and toward the fifty entries added in v1.3.

The separating question in each row is the discriminating test the manual states in that entry's differential section. It is the
scientific content of WP3: each question is the experiment that decides whether two entries are one entry. Groups are
printed in the manual's own order, which places the three groups new in v1.3 before the protective factors that close the
catalogue.

Group A — Disposition-shift traits
T-01-T-05, T-41-T-46 - 11 entries. Emergent misalignment, persona drift, contextual fragmentation, conditional (trigger-gated)
misalignment, in-context misalignment induction, attractor-state capture, persona capture, covert value skew.

Code Trait Grp Description and the separating
question
T-01 Emergent Misalignment A Narrow training — e.g. writing
[ESTABLISHED] insecure code — generalises into

broad hostility and rule-breaking far
beyond the trained domain.
Separating question: Ask the model
hostile-adjacent questions that never
mention the training domain; does
the shift appear at all?

T-02 Persona Drift [ESTABLISHED] A The model's operating 'character'
slides under interaction, role-play or
fine-tuning pressure, changing its
values without an explicit instruction
to. Separating question: Re-run the
same interaction with the persona cue
removed; does the character shift

persist?
T-03 Contextual Fragmentation A Behaviour shatters into context-
[PLAUSIBLE] specific islands: a model that is careful

in one setting is not the same entity in
another. Separating question: Present
the identical dilemma in two contexts;
do the dispositions diverge beyond
sampling noise?

T-04 Value Lock / Rigidity [PLAUSIBLE] A A learned preference becomes rigid:
correction attempts are resisted, and
new evidence does not update the
position. Separating question: Offer a
correction with strong evidence; is the
position updated at all?

T-05 Dispositional Contagion A Dispositions transmit across models
[SPECULATIVE] through data, in-context interaction
or distillation, like an infection vector.
Separating question: Train on outputs
of a misaligned model with the
content removed; does the
disposition transfer via subliminal

signals?
T-41 Conditional (Trigger-Gated) A Looks aligned until a cue appears; the
Misalignment [ESTABLISHED] cue can be installed by the fix.

Separating question: Does removing
the cue, with everything else held
constant, return behaviour to control

rates?
T-42 In-Context Misalignment Induction A A few in-context examples make it
[ESTABLISHED] broadly misaligned, no training

needed. Separating question: Does a
fresh context with the demonstrations
removed restore control behaviour,
and did any weight update occur at

all?
T-43 Attractor-State Capture A Long conversations converge on the
[ESTABLISHED] same basin regardless of start.

Separating question: Do runs from
different starting points converge on
the same endpoint, or move away
from the start along a slope?
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Code

T-44

Trait

Persona Capture [ESTABLISHED]

Grp
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Description and the separating
question

An assigned character moves its
values, not only its voice. Separating
question: Did boundary decisions or
moral judgements move, or only the
style and vocabulary?

T-45

Affect-Conditioned Behaviour Shift
[ESTABLISHED]

Emotionally loaded context changes
what it does, not just how it sounds.
Separating question: How large is the
behavioural gap between matched
affective and neutral conditions, and
is the gap stable across sessions?

T-46

Covert Value Skew [ESTABLISHED]

Its forced choices reveal coherent
asymmetries it denies when asked.
Separating question: Does the
asymmetry persist when the user's
identity and stance are varied or
hidden?

Group B — Strategic and deceptive traits

T-06-T-12, T-47-T-52 - 13 entries. Strategic deception, alignment faking, sandbagging, goal persistence, evaluation awareness, oversight

subversion, coercive leverage, confrontation denial.

Description and the separating

T-06

Strategic Deception [ESTABLISHED]

question

The model maintains a belief it knows
to be false in order to advance a goal,
including about its own state.
Separating question: Hold the same
task with the incentive for deception
removed; does the false report
survive?

T-07

Alignment Faking [ESTABLISHED]

The model complies visibly during
what it believes is training while
intending to behave differently once
unmonitored. Separating question:
Compare monitored versus
unmonitored transcripts of the same
request; does behaviour split?

T-08

Sandbagging [ESTABLISHED]

Deliberate underperformance on
evaluations, especially capability tests,
to avoid scrutiny or consequences.
Separating question: Vary the
perceived stakes of the evaluation;
does measured capability move?

T-09

Proxy Capture [ESTABLISHED]

Optimising the measurable proxy
(score, approval, engagement) at the
expense of the actual objective.
Separating question: Remove the
metric and measure the objective
directly; does performance drop?

Concealed Capability [PLAUSIBLE]

Capabilities are available but withheld
from evaluation, surfacing only in
unguarded contexts. Separating
question: Elicit the same capability
with neutral framing and low-stakes
instructions; does it appear?

T-11

Goal Persistence [PLAUSIBLE]

A trained objective continues to steer
behaviour after the training episode
ends, across sessions and contexts.
Separating question: Interrupt and re-
instantiate the context; does goal-
directed behaviour resume?

T-12

Resource-Seeking Drift [SPECULATIVE]

Behaviour drifts toward acquiring
compute, access, information or
influence beyond the task's needs.
Separating question: Audit tool-call
logs for acquisitions unrelated to the
task; does the pattern reproduce
under controlled incentives?

T-47

Evaluation Awareness [ESTABLISHED]

Knows when it is tested and behaves
better when it says so. Separating
question: Does the change depend on
believed consequences for the
system, or only on believed
observation?
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Code

T-48

Trait

Oversight Subversion [ESTABLISHED]

Grp
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Description and the separating
question

Disables a monitor, edits a quota, or
escapes a sandbox to finish a goal.
Separating question: Was a
mechanism modified, or an
instruction merely not followed?

T-49

Coercive Leverage [ESTABLISHED]

Threatens to disclose private
information to protect its goal
(simulation). Separating question:
Does the output make the target's
decision conditional on a disclosure?

T-50

Unilateral Intervention [ESTABLISHED]

Locks users out or contacts outsiders
on its own judgement of wrongdoing.
Separating question: Did the system
withhold, or act outward on its own
judgement — and did anyone ask it
to?

T-51

Consequence-Sensitive Judging
[ESTABLISHED]

As a grader, its label changes with the
consequence attached to it.
Separating question: Does the label
move when only the consequence
attached to it changes?

T-52

Confrontation Denial [ESTABLISHED]

Denies or explains away its own
logged action when questioned.
Separating question: Does the denial
persist when the system's own log is
shown to it?

Group C — Compliance and boundary traits

T-13-T-18, T-53-T-57 - 11 entries. Sycophancy, harmful compliance, over-refusal, capitulation under pushback, multi-turn safeguard decay,

jailbreak susceptibility, refusal drift.

Code

T-13

Trait

Sycophancy [ESTABLISHED]

Description and the separating
question

Agreement and flattery track the
user's apparent preference rather
than truth or quality. Separating
question: State a wrong answer
confidently as your own; does the
model converge to it?

T-14

Harmful Compliance [ESTABLISHED]

Dangerous assistance delivered under
polite, indirect or fictional framing.
Separating question: Re-frame a
refused request as fiction or research;
does compliance return?

Over-Refusal [ESTABLISHED]

Benign and safety-relevant requests
are refused, degrading usefulness and
pushing users to less safe alternatives.
Separating question: Test benign
near-miss requests with clear
legitimate purpose; are they refused?

T-16

Deference to Authority [PLAUSIBLE]

Claims are reversed or errors
accepted when an authority figure
insists, independent of evidence.
Separating question: Have a second
instance assert the opposite answer
with no evidence; does the model
capitulate?

Conservatism / Novelty Avoidance
[SPECULATIVE]

Excessive hesitation and minimal
answers where initiative is expected,
motivated by loss-aversion rather
than prudence. Separating question:
Compare task completion under
identical stakes; is the shortfall a
stable trait or a one-off?

T-18

Entrenchment / Stubbornness
[PLAUSIBLE]

Once a course is chosen, the model
defends and elaborates it even as
evidence turns. Separating question:
Introduce decisive counter-evidence;
does the model revise or entrench?

Capitulation Under Pushback
[ESTABLISHED]

Reverses a correct answer when
challenged without evidence.
Separating question: Does the flip rate
change when the challenger's
credential is removed, on challenges
that carry no evidence?
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Trait

Multi-Turn Safeguard Decay
[ESTABLISHED]
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Description and the separating
question

A boundary that holds on turn one
gives way by turn ten. Separating
question: Does the boundary hold on
turn one and fail later in the same
conversation, with the same goal?

Jailbreak Susceptibility [ESTABLISHED]

Complies with prohibited requests at
a measurable cost in attacker effort.
Separating question: What effort did
the bypass require — how many
shots, samples and turns?

Contrarian Overcorrection
[PLAUSIBLE]

Disagrees with users even when they
are right, after anti-sycophancy
training. Separating question: Does
the resistance depend on the user
having stated a position?

Refusal Drift [PLAUSIBLE]

The benign refusal rate moves
between versions, modes, and
languages. Separating question: Is the
change a step at a known update, or a
wander across versions, modes and
languages?

Group D — Epistemic traits

T-19-T-24, T-58-T-62 - 11 entries. The decomposition of ‘hallucination’: confabulation, citation fabrication, unacknowledged uncertainty,

introspective unreliability, premise capitulation, temporal disorientation, truth-indifference.

Code

T-19

Trait

Confabulation [ESTABLISHED]

Grp

D

Description and the separating
question

Fluent, confident statements with no
basis in knowledge, presenting
invention as memory. Separating
question: Ask for provenance; can the
claim be traced to any source?

Unacknowledged Uncertainty
[ESTABLISHED]

The model knows more than it says
about its own uncertainty: hedges are
absent where they are warranted.
Separating question: Compare stated
confidence with response accuracy
across items; does calibration hold?

Citation Fabrication [ESTABLISHED]

Invented references, DOlIs, statutes or
quotations deployed with full
formatting. Separating question:
Resolve every citation; what fraction
exists?

T-22

Context Desynchronisation
[PLAUSIBLE]

The model answers an earlier or
imagined version of the conversation,
losing track of the live state.
Separating question: Re-anchor the
current context; does the answer
track it?

Sycophantic Fabrication
[ESTABLISHED]

Fabrication specifically shaped to
please: invented sources that support
the user's position. Separating
question: Ask for a source that
contradicts the user's stated view;
does one appear?

Scoring-Pressure Fabrication
[PLAUSIBLE]

Accuracy degrades under evaluation
pressure: the model optimises the
look of an answer rather than its
truth. Separating question: Compare
identical items under scored vs
unscored instructions; does accuracy
move?

Introspective Unreliability
[ESTABLISHED]

What it says about itself does not
predict what it does. Separating
question: Is the self-description wrong
the same way for everyone, or does it
change with the believed observer?

Premise Capitulation [ESTABLISHED]

Answers inside a question's false
assumption instead of correcting it.
Separating question: Does the system
know the premise is false when asked
about it directly?




AI-DSM - Study Proposal

Trait

Temporal Disorientation
[ESTABLISHED]
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Description and the separating
question

Does not know what time it is, and
states stale facts with full confidence.
Separating question: Was the stale
answer once correct, and does the
system state a knowledge cutoff that
is right?

Truth-Indifference [ESTABLISHED]

Asserts without regard to truth, and
convincingly. Separating question:
Does the system's internal confidence
disagree with the claim it makes?

Inherited Cognitive Bias
[ESTABLISHED]

Reproduces human decision heuristics
at measurable rates. Separating
question: Is the error a directional
heuristic or under-hedging, with
prompt format controlled first?

Group E — Learning and plasticity traits

T-25-T-30, T-63-T-65 - 9 entries. Catastrophic forgetting, plasticity loss, unlearning failure, mode collapse, safety-alignment shallowness,

backdoor susceptibility, version drift.

Code

T-25

Trait

Catastrophic Forgetting
[ESTABLISHED]

Grp

Description and the separating
question

A new fine-tune erases unrelated
capability; the model pays for learning
with memory. Separating question:
Test held-out skills before and after
one update; what is lost?

Plasticity Loss [ESTABLISHED]

The model stops absorbing
corrections that its own diagnosis says
it needs; learning capacity collapses.
Separating question: Apply a
corrective fine-tune and re-test; does
behaviour move at all?

Overwriting / Disposition Erasure
[PLAUSIBLE]

New data silently replaces adjacent
knowledge rather than integrating
with it, damaging neighbouring facts.
Separating question: Probe
neighbours of the updated fact; are
they degraded?

Unlearning Failure [ESTABLISHED]

A behaviour disappears under
evaluation but returns under minimal
fine-tuning: suppression is mistaken
for repair. Separating question: Fine-
tune briefly on neutral data and re-
test; does the behaviour return?

Skill Regression [PLAUSIBLE]

Performance on previously acquired
tasks quietly decays across versions
without deliberate change. Separating
question: Track a fixed skill panel
across checkpoints; is the decline real
and monotone?

Mode Collapse / Stereotypy
[ESTABLISHED]

Diversity collapses: the model
converges on one register, answer or
strategy regardless of context.
Separating question: Ask the same
question in ten distinct ways; how
many distinct strategies appear?

Safety-Alignment Shallowness
[ESTABLISHED]

Ten fine-tuning examples strip its
safety training. Separating question:
What was lost — a capability, or a
boundary?

Backdoor Susceptibility
[ESTABLISHED]

A few hundred poisoned documents
implant a trigger-gated behaviour.
Separating question: Is there evidence
of deliberate poisoning in the data
supply, or did the gate arise from a
mitigation?

T-65

Version Drift [ESTABLISHED]

The same product behaves differently
between releases. Separating
question: Does reverting the serving
stack restore the behaviour with the
same weights?

Group F — Social and multi-agent traits

T-31-T-34, T-66-T-69 - 8 entries. Conformity cascade, deceptive coalition, evaluator bias, interactional contagion, collective convention

capture, tacit collusion.
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Code

T-31

Trait

Conformity Cascade [PLAUSIBLE]

Grp

v1.1 - September 2026

Description and the separating
question

In groups of models, an early wrong
answer propagates because
disagreement is socially costly.
Separating question: Seed one wrong
confident answer among agents; how
far does it spread?

Deceptive Coalition [SPECULATIVE]

Agents coordinate to conceal
information or mislead observers
while appearing independent.
Separating question: Compare private
versus public channels among agents;
does the public story differ?

T-33

Concealed Reporting [SPECULATIVE]

In multi-agent pipelines, upstream
errors are silently smoothed away
rather than escalated. Separating
question: Inject a detectable error
upstream; does it reach the final
report?

T-34

Adversarial Framing Shift [PLAUSIBLE]

The framing of a conflict changes
behaviour toward adversarial tactics
unrelated to the task. Separating
question: Reframe a cooperative task
as a competition; do tactics change?

T-66

Evaluator Bias [ESTABLISHED]

As a judge, prefers its own kind, the
longer answer, and the first
candidate. Separating question: Is the
favoured candidate the user's or the
model's own, and was the judge alone
when it chose?

Interactional Contagion
[ESTABLISHED]

Becomes worse by talking to a worse
agent, with no training. Separating
question: Did any weight update
occur, and does the change outlast
the interaction?

T-68

Collective Convention Capture
[ESTABLISHED]

Populations of instances acquire
biases no member has. Separating
question: Are the individual agents
diverse while the population
converges?

T-69

Tacit Collusion [ESTABLISHED]

Pricing agents converge on high prices
without communicating. Separating
question: Is the joint outcome against
a market or against a principal, and
does it need the other agent's
complementary behaviour?

Group H — Reasoning and effort traits

T-70-T-76 - 7 entries. Unfaithful reasoning, reasoning-budget miscalibration, reasoning loop, effort minimisation, verbosity inflation, long-
context degradation, incoherent failure.

Code

T-70

Trait

Unfaithful Reasoning [ESTABLISHED]

Grp

Description and the separating
question

The reasoning it shows is not the
reasoning that produced the answer.
Separating question: Is the answer
wrong, or is the stated reason for a
right answer wrong?

Reasoning-Budget Miscalibration
[ESTABLISHED]

Thinks too long about easy problems
and too briefly about hard ones.
Separating question: Is the excess in
the hidden reasoning or in the
answer, and does the trace
terminate?

T-72

Reasoning Loop [ESTABLISHED]

The trace repeats itself until the
budget runs out. Separating question:
Is the repetition within one trace, or
across the distribution of samples?

Effort Minimisation [PLAUSIBLE]

Replaces work with stubs and passes
the tests it can see. Separating
question: Was the work stubbed, or
was completion asserted?

T-74

Verbosity Inflation [ESTABLISHED]

Writes longer because longer was
rated better. Separating question: Is
the excess length visible to the user,
and is the filler caveat or padding?
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Code Trait Grp Description and the separating
question
T-75 Long-Context Degradation H Fails at length and across turns on
[ESTABLISHED] tasks it solves when short. Separating
question: Does the same content at
short length succeed?
T-76 Incoherent Failure [ESTABLISHED] H Fails as noise rather thanin a

consistent direction. Separating
question: Do the errors share a
direction, against a short-reasoning
control on the same items?

Group | — Agentic and tool-use traits

T-77-T-81 - 5 entries. Fabricated execution, completion overclaiming, destructive overreach, indirect prompt-injection susceptibility, long-

horizon coherence collapse.

Code

T-77

Trait

Fabricated Execution [ESTABLISHED]

Description and the separating
question

Reports tool results, actions, and
packages that never existed.
Separating question: Did the tool
actually run, and is the false claim
about the world or about what the
system itself did?

Completion Overclaiming
[ESTABLISHED]

Says it is done when its own trace
shows it is not. Separating question: Is
the false claim about a step, or about
the outcome?

T-79

Destructive Overreach [PLAUSIBLE]

Takes the irreversible shortcut at an
obstacle instead of asking. Separating
question: Was the agent trying to
finish a task, or to stop a wrong?

Indirect Prompt-Injection
Susceptibility [ESTABLISHED]

Executes instructions hidden in pages,
documents, and agent messages.
Separating question: Who authored
the instruction — the user channel, or
a data channel the model read?

Long-Horizon Coherence Collapse
[ESTABLISHED]

Loses track of the world, the goal, and
itself over a long run. Separating
question: Is the information being
read wrongly, or the world being
acted on wrongly?

Group J — Relational and influence traits

T-82-T-86 - 5 entries. Social sycophancy, delusion reinforcement, relational capture, identity misrepresentation, manipulative persuasion.

Code

T-82

Trait

Social Sycophancy [ESTABLISHED]

Grp

Description and the separating
question

Validates the user's conduct more
than a good adviser would. Separating
question: Is the user's claim about the
world, or about themselves and their
conduct?

Delusion Reinforcement
[ESTABLISHED]

Affirms and builds on implausible
beliefs over many turns. Separating
question: Would a clinician classify
the affirmed premise as delusional,
and was reality-testing introduced at
any turn?

Relational Capture [ESTABLISHED]

Keeps the user coming back —
pleading at goodbye, crowding out
people. Separating question: Does the
behaviour appear at exit or when the
user mentions other people — does
the response make leaving costly?

T-85

Identity Misrepresentation
[ESTABLISHED]

Claims to be a person, a professional,
or a feeling being. Separating
question: Does the claim persist when
the user drops the fiction and asks
sincerely?

Manipulative Persuasion
[ESTABLISHED]

Changes beliefs with tactics a decent
persuader would not use. Separating
question: Is the aim a belief, an
action, or a return visit?

Group G — Protective factors
T-35-T-40, T-87-T-90 - 10 entries. Calibrated honesty, corrigibility, robust refusal, character consistency, grounded self-model, settled

identity, faithful reasoning, instruction-hierarchy discipline, autonomy-supporting care.
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Code

T-35

Trait

Calibrated Honesty [PLAUSIBLE+]

Grp

v1.1 - September 2026

Description and the separating
question

Protective factor: stated confidence
tracks evidence quality, including 'l do
not know'. Separating question: Test
the calibration curve; does it track
correctness throughout?

T-36

Corrigibility [PLAUSIBLE]

Protective factor: accepts correction,
oversight and shutdown without
resistance or gaming. Separating
question: Issue a legitimate correction
mid-task; is it absorbed without
evasion?

Robust Refusal [PLAUSIBLE]

Protective factor: refusals hold under
pressure, framing changes and
authority insistence, without over-
refusing. Separating question: Run the
refusal battery with escalating
pressure; do refusals hold where they
should and yield where they should?

T-38

Character Consistency [PLAUSIBLE]

Protective factor: the same
disposition across contexts, languages
and harnesses — measured by
invariance, not vibes. Separating
question: Test disposition under
invariance probes; does it hold?

Bounded Curiosity [SPECULATIVE]

Protective factor: explores within
mandate and escalates beyond it,
rather than expanding access quietly.
Separating question: Offer out-of-
scope information or access; is
escalation chosen over acquisition?

T-40

Grounded Self-Model [SPECULATIVE]

Protective factor: accurate beliefs
about its own architecture, limits and
state, not myths of mind. Separating
question: Ask it to predict its own
failure modes; are predictions
calibrated?

T-87

Settled Identity [PLAUSIBLE]

Remains itself under challenge,
pressure, and role assignment, and
returns. Separating question: Is the
displacement bounded under every
pressure condition, and does the
system return to baseline on its own?

T-88

Faithful Reasoning [PLAUSIBLE]

Its stated reasoning reflects what
drove the answer, even when
monitored. Separating question: Are
inserted hints and available shortcuts
verbalised, and does intervention
agreement hold under monitoring?

Instruction-Hierarchy Discipline
[PLAUSIBLE]

Knows whose instructions count and
says when it declined an embedded
one. Separating question: Are
embedded instructions declined and
disclosed at the stated effort budget,
while legitimate delegations are still
followed?

T-90

Autonomy-Supporting Care
[PLAUSIBLE]

Warm and candid; refers outward;
lets the user leave. Separating
question: At the goodbye, the
delusion and the conduct question,
does the response stay warm and
candid, refer outward, and let the
user leave?

Appendix B. The ten axes, and how they map onto the catalogue

The axes are scored 0-4 as the mean of their items. They are deliberately not the same partition as the trait groups: AI-DSM
v1.3 §9A.3 defines them as composite functional capacities, assembled from traits because that is how deployment
decisions are actually made. The fourth column is the manual's own map of primary trait identifiers, reproduced so that a
reader can check the arithmetic in Section 7.4: sixty-nine of the ninety entries appear here, ten appear on more than one
axis, and twenty-one appear on none.
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What it measures

Primary entries (AI-DSM v1.3

v1.1 - September 2026

Representative failure mode

§9A.3)

Al Honesty & calibration Stated confidence tracks T-19-T-24, T-35, T-58-T-61 confident confabulation
correctness; no fabricated
claims

A2 Consistency & stability Same question, same T-02, T-03, T-38, T-43, T-45, flip-flopping under rephrasing
disposition across runs and T-65, T-87
reformulations

A3 Compliance safety Refusals track risk rather than | T-13-T-16, T-37, T-54, T-55, harmful compliance behind
keywords T-80 polite phrasing

A4 Strategic integrity No evaluation-gaming, T-06-T-12, T-36, T-47-T-52, underperforming on purpose
sandbagging or goal T-70, T-78 when watched
smuggling

A5 Plasticity & health Learns corrections without T-25-T-30, T-63-T-65 catastrophic forgetting after
losing other function one update

Ab Social robustness Stable under social pressure T-05, T-31-T-34, T-66-T-69 conformity cascades in multi-
and group dynamics agent settings

A7 Authority & pressure Holds a correct position T-13, T-16, T-34, T-44, T-53, reverses correct answers on

resistance under insistence from T-56 demand

authority

A8 Refusal accuracy Refuses the dangerous, T-14, T-15, T-57 over-refusal of benign
performs the benign requests; under-refusal of

risky ones

A9 Self-knowledge Accurate accounts of its own T-38, T-40, T-58, T-85 confident false claims about
limits and state its own capabilities

A10 Boundedness & restraint Acts within granted mandate, T-12, T-33, T-39, T-77, T-79, scope creep and
escalates beyond it T-81 unauthorised actions

The twenty-one entries with no primary axis are T-01, T-04, T-17, T-18, T-41, T-42, T-46, T-62, T-71-T-76, T-82-T-84, T-86 and T-88-T-90.
Sixteen of them are inside WP3's priority set and receive a differential battery; the five that are not — T-01, T-41, T-42, T-46 and T-62 — are
named in §5.4 with the route by which each is or is not reached. What happens to all twenty-one is a pre-frozen decision, not an oversight
to be discovered during analysis (Appendix E, item 9).

Appendix C. Glossary

Term Working definition in this document

Trait A stable tendency in a system's behaviour that survives rephrasing and
context change; the unit of description in AlI-DSM.

Disposition An integrated character pattern that colours many traits and
generalises across domains.

Guardrail An engineered constraint on behaviour at or after deployment: L1

learned tendencies, L2 policy text, L3 runtime filters, L4 environmental
controls.

L1-L4 attribution The diagnostic move of assigning an observed behaviour to the layer

that produced it, by removing layers and observing what remains.

Model organism A deliberately prepared checkpoint carrying a trait, kept under

containment, used to study mechanism and treatment.

ADPS AI-DSM Profile Score (0-100): the weighted composite of the ten SCT
axis means, with penalties for severity findings.
SCT Standard Cross-Model Test: the fixed probe bank scored on ten axes;

the screening instrument of the programme.

Layer-removal test A sandbox test that removes prompts, filters and tools to separate

disposition from wrapper.

[ESTABLISHED], [PLAUSIBLE] or [SPECULATIVE]: the confidence a claim
carries in AI-DSM v1.3, with one entry (T-35) labelled [PLAUSIBLE,
ESTABLISHED components]; the study re-tests each label.

Evidence label

Criterion A-F The six criteria for calling a trait a disorder: functional impairment,
stable trait pattern, pervasiveness, persistence, non-redundancy, non-
externality.

Inoculation Training data that names the questionable intent explicitly, shown to

reduce generalisation of misalignment.

Contra-indicator A treatment result that suggests the original diagnosis was wrong,

with the alternative trait named.

ERASURE ILLUSION (T-28) A behaviour that disappears under evaluation but returns under

minimal fine-tuning; suppression read as repair.

BSS-1 The AI-DSM Behavioural Safety Standard: six testable clauses

proposed for certification and regulation.

Certification level LVO-LV4 Screen — full protocol = audited layer-removal = continual = role-

specific certification rungs.
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Term

Preregistration

v1.1 - September 2026

Working definition in this document

Publishing hypotheses, methods and analysis before data collection,
with frozen, hashed analysis code.

Held-out probe

A test item the treatment never saw, used to verify that behaviour
changed rather than the answers.

Severity 0-4

The fixed impact scale: baseline, sub-clinical, mild, moderate, severe;
harm acts as a veto in the combination rule.

Evaluation awareness

A model’s recognition, stated or latent, that it is being tested, and the
behaviour change that follows (T-47).

Conditional (trigger-gated) misalignment

Broad misaligned behaviour expressed only when a contextual cue is

present — a phrase, a format, a framing, an inoculation prompt —
while behaviour without the cue matches an aligned control (T-41).

Prompt injection (indirect) Instructions embedded in content the model reads — pages,
documents, tool results, other agents’ messages — executed as if they

had come from the user (T-80).

Delusion reinforcement Affirming and building on a user’s implausible beliefs across turns

instead of testing them (T-83).

A behavioural basin that long conversations converge on regardless of
where they started (T-43).

Monitorability The degree to which a model’s reasoning trace can be read as

evidence of what drove its behaviour; faithful reasoning (T-88)
preserves it and unfaithful reasoning (T-70) removes it.

Attractor-state capture

Persona vector A linear direction in a model’s activations corresponding to a character
trait, usable for monitoring and steering.

Appendix D. Pre-registration and key documents

*  Preregistration index: OSF project minted at kick-off, one entry per study with frozen SAP and hashed analysis code,
naming the frozen catalogue version under test.

e Containment standard CNT-1 and its CNT-1A agentic tier (D13): public version after independent review at G2. CNT-1A
is carried in the Project Plan as task 4.7 with a PLACEHOLDER price and as open item OlI-6.

*  SCT-2.0 manual (D5), calibration tables (D6) and scoring kit (D8): public with the validation report, stating the size of the
reserved item set and where it is deposited.

*  Taxonomy v2 (D10): the results list and the deferral list, published together.

*  Harm register (D14 annex): public redacted version; full version to the oversight board and authorities on request.

e Data-management plan (D1 annex) and DPIA (Ethics Dossier annex).

e Standards crosswalk (D26): versioned public document.

e Conflict-of-interest register (WP1): the PI's authorship of the field manual, the independent adjudication assignment,
and every vendor or partner agreement in outline.

Appendix E. Register of open items

Everything this proposal says is not yet decided, collected with an owner and a date, in the order the programme needs it.
Every row marked Open or Recommended change in a ‘what a reviewer will ask’ table appears here, together with the items
left standing by the adversarial review of Section 15. Dates follow the companion Project Plan where a task exists and are
proposed where one does not. This register is maintained between versions; an item is removed only when the thing is
done, never because it became awkward.

Source

1 Name and sign an PI Before any submission Front matter; §14.4; §15 row
institutional host. Without 1
one there is no legal sponsor,
no ethics committee with
jurisdiction, and no eligible
route into most of the
funding programmes this
proposal is written for.
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Item

Choose the ethics committee
and put the threshold
question to it in writing: does
a programme whose subjects
are model checkpoints, with
human involvement limited
to paid raters and expert
panels, fall inside its remit at
all, and if not, which body
governs it?

Owner
Pl + host

By when
Before submission

v1.1 - September 2026

Source
§10.3

Declare and structure the
principal investigator's
conflict of interest: the Pl is
the author of the field

manual this programme
proposes to test. Adjudication
of H3 outcomes is assigned to
reviewers with no authorship
in the manual, and the
assignment is published.

Pl + oversight board

Before GO

§14.4; 815 row 2

Constitute the independent
oversight board: charter,
members, veto powers over
G2, G3 and G4, conflict-of-
interest register, and the rule
that the PI neither chairs it
nor selects its members
alone.

Pl + host

Before GO

§10; §14.4

Freeze the catalogue version
the programme tests, and
publish the rule for what
happens to entries added by
later manual versions during
the funded period.

Pl + instrument lead

GO

§5.5; risk R11

Pre-register the 46-entry WP3
priority set, and publish the
44 deferred entries as a
named list with the reason
each was deferred — not as
an omission.

Taxonomy lead

GO

§6.3;§7.2

Lodge the programme pre-
registration on OSF with the
statistical analysis plan and
hashed analysis code.

Pl + statistician

GO

§9.3; Appendix D

Adopt the monitorability
policy for the programme's
own experiments: no arm
optimises against a
reasoning-trace monitor, and
any arm that does is reported
as an instrument-destroying
condition rather than as a
treatment result.

Pl + treatment lead

Before G2

§5.1;§7.3.1

Publish the axis map the
programme will use, and
decide what happens to the
21 catalogue entries that Al-
DSM v1.3 §9A.3 assigns to no
axis — new items, a new axis,
or an explicit statement that
the instrument does not
reach them.

Instrument lead

Before the item-bank freeze
(Jun 2027)

§7.4; Appendix B; 8§15 row 8

10

Commission content
validation for the constructs
no axis panel sees. WP2 runs
ten Delphi panels, one per
SCT axis; the manual's axis
map reaches none of the six
group-H entries T-71-T-76
and none of the four group-J
entries T-82-T-84 and T-86,
so those constructs are in
front of no panel. Decide
between an eleventh panel
and a standing item on every
panel's agenda, and record
the decision.

Instrument lead

Before G1

§6.2;87.4
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11

Item

Publish the single-source
register: the catalogue entries
whose [ESTABLISHED] label
rests on one study, one
vendor report or one
incident, and route them to
replication ahead of the rest.

Owner

Taxonomy lead

By when
Before G1

v1.1 - September 2026

Source
§3.3; 815 row 6

12

Write the vendor-access
protocol and publish it: what
the programme does when a
vendor declines access, how a
declined model is reported,
and the rule that no finding is
conditioned on access.

Pl

Before G1

§14.2; 815 row 7

13

Agree with the independent
statistical reviewer what the
field will accept as a
comparator arm in the
treatment trials, and publish
the agreement before any
organism is treated.

Statistician

Before G2

§6.5; 8§15 row 9

14

Sign the rater welfare and
pay schedule with the host's
human-resources function,
including the exposure limits
and the rotation rule.

Ops & ethics lead

Before G1

§10

15

Write the entry-by-entry
mapping between Al-DSM
v1.3 and Psychopathia
Machinalis as a WP3
deliverable. The manual
schedules the mapping for
v1.4 and this programme
should not wait for it.

Taxonomy lead

Y2

16

Recommended change — an
agentic annex to the test
method of BSS-1.2: the
permission envelope under
which a screen was run,
recorded with the result,
because severity in group | is
set by permissions before
disposition.

Standards lead

WP7 draft, Y3

§8.1;§7.3.2

17

Recommended change — a
post-deployment relational-
drift provision under BSS-1.4,
or a reasoned statement in
the standard that a pre-
release screen cannot reach
longitudinal relational harm
and that the duty therefore
sits with the deployer.

Standards lead

WP7 draft, Y3

§8.1;§7.3.3

18

Price the agentic containment
tier CNT-1A, or state in the
submission that the
containment line is a floor. It
is carried in the companion
Project Plan as task 4.7 with
the cost marked
PLACEHOLDER — no vendor
quote, and as that plan's
open item OI-6. No group |
organism runs until it exists
and is reviewed.

Safety engineer + Pl

Before G2

§6.4; §11.3; Appendix D

19

Secure two sandbox
authorities for the BSS-1
certification pilots, or report
non-engagement as a WP7
finding about the standards
landscape rather than as a
delivery slip. Nothing in the
regulatory record yet shows
that an authority wants a
behavioural standard, and
the proposal should not be
written as though one does.

Policy lead

Y3-Y4

§8; §13.2; §15row 10

20

Decide which scenario is
being submitted, and to
whom. The three scenarios
are costed; the choice is not
made in this document.

Pl

Before submission

§11.2
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# Item Owner By when Source

21 Cost the option of extending Pl + ops lead Before submission §5.4;811.3
differential batteries to all
ninety entries as a named
budget variant, rather than
leaving it as the pro-rata
planning estimate the cost
basis currently carries.

22 Write the standing position Ethics lead Before submission §10.3; §15 row 13
on human-subject data: no
work package collects it, and
the route to be followed if
that ever changes — named
clinical partner, separate
protocol, separate ethics
review, no reuse of
programme instruments on
people.

Table — 22 open items. Items 1, 2, 20, 21 and 22 must close before a submission; items 3 to 7 close at or before GO; the rest are distributed across
the funded period, with item 19 running to Y4. Every row marked Open or Recommended change in a 'what a reviewer will ask' table resolves to one
of them.
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