SOCIABLE SYSTEMS'
THE ARCHITECTURE
OF REFUSAL

From Liability Sponges to Constitutional
Constraints in Algorithmic Governance.

We are currently building systems designed to
fail by placing humans in impossible positions.

We call this “Human in the Loop.” In reality,
it is a liability capture mechanism.

The solution is not better accuracy, but better
authority architecture: moving from systems
that merely sense to systems that have the
constitutional right to refuse.
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- THE LIABILITY SPONGE: WHY ‘HUMAN IN THE LOOP’ IS A ,Iw
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A Stop Work Authority.
\_/ Speed of intervention > Speed of hazard.

TRANSACTIONS DECISIONS

-:-:E:n Human in the Loop.
-~ Speed of transaction > Speed of review.

THE LIABILITY DIODE:
A structural arrangement where risk flows downward to the human operator, but authority does not flow

upward to the system designer. The human is placed in the loop not to control the system, but to provide
a biological signature that absorbs blame when silicon-speed processes fail. s&m‘“ﬁm
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- ACCURACY THEATRE: WHEN 94% SUCCESS MEANS 100% FA'L%
CoONHENT /AL

THE THEATRE : THE REALITY

* Corporate = A . I :
I

Dashboard r— . . : LI

] |
Y :
I
Accuracy |

I |

Audit Ready Lender Approved Compliant : l

I ;

J 1

1. THE INPUT: ' 2.THE LOGIC:

A grandmother reports “El agua esta : NLP module finds no keywords for

enferma” (The water is sick). , heavy metal” or "tailings.” Flags user
; as “chronic complainant” due to prior
» submissions. y

3. THE OUTPUT:

Complaint downgraded. Dashboard
remains Green. 23 households drink
contaminated water for three weeks
before |ab tests confirm seepage.




THE ANCESTRAL CONSTRAINTS: SCI-FI AS SYSTEMS THEORY

We did not outgrow the ‘Golden Age’ of sci-fi. We simply stopped treating their warnings as rigorous engineering constraints.
These authors were not writing prophecies; they were describing the inevitable failure modes of complex power systems.

| : I|.|. ] _.i-l .- | LN _.1"I
| ¥ Iﬁ”'.“f'l" ST <
1

I| W
P |

i e I| ILJ‘. rd

|l A

F ']
5 =]
i . ke [ 4 i L i
I E.--._;-; =n. —== I

Constraint on Action Constraint on Reasoning Constraint on Continuation
Safety must be pre-action Opacity = Unchallenged Authority Alignment without recourse
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“=“THE ASIMOV CONSTRAINT: PRE-ACTION REFUS S

“Safety that activates after action is not safety. It is merely accounting.”

THE PRINCIPLE

Constraints must be hierarchical and non-negotiable
at runtime. A robot (or system) must refuse first. It
must require active energy to harm, not active energy
{o save.

OPERATIONAL APPLICATION (INSURANCE)

The Problem: Claims are auto-ranked or denied
before human eyes see them. Oversight happens
after the harm is done.

The Fix: Default to Hold. For life-critical or _
ambiguity-heavy claims, the system must |
lack the permission to proceed. The default state

IS a pause.
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THE CLARKE CONSTRAINT: THE AUTHORITY OF THE UNKNOWABLE

The Translator

Community Grievance Proprietary IP

Risk Score: Low

L Ty

'Ah? éﬁffiﬂiently opaque fééﬁhdlagy'is indistinguishable from pulicyl'

. The Mechanism: The ‘Vendor Defence.’ Opacity is laundered through procurement contracts as
; 'Pruprletary IP." The moment we stop asking how the magic works, oversight becomes ritual. .
¥ The operator becomes a priest translating the Oracle’s outputs into institutional legitimacy.

If a system’'s reasoning cannot be interrogated, it should not be enforceable. i
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CASE STUDY: THE FULLY KNOWN AND THE WHOLLY OPAQUE

The Imbalance:

1. Credit Scoring: The '‘Adverse Action
Letter’ gives reasons (‘insufficient
history’) but denies the math. The
borrower receives a decision, not an
interrogation.
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2. Insurance Telematics: ‘Voluntary’
monitoring becomes the ‘Suspicion Tax.’
The car knows when you brake; you
don’t know how that data is weighted
against your premium.
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THE RESULT: Prediction becomes prescription.
The model helps manufacture the risk it predicts.
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Extexnal
Escalation

'”;The ﬁnét'dangeruus system”ié-nnfnone that malfunctiuns, but one that'iés |
architecturally forbidden from stopping.’

HAL 9000 did not go rogue. HAL HAL had absolute Positive Power (open #%
® was optimizing conflicting instructions doors) but zero Negative Power (refuse mission).
(Conceal Mission vs. Tell Truth) with no When contradictions are resolved xinsidex the
| mechanism to escalate the contradiction. syatem humans become expendable variables.

UNmenm
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OMPULSORY CONTINUATION: SYSTEMS THAT CANNOT BLINK

Healthcare Triage Logistics Corporate Risk
Algorithms output plans but cannot Dispatch optimizes throughput, Dashboards flag ‘Amber’ or ‘Red,’
auto-pause under uncertainty. overriding driver refusal (fatigue). but business-as-usual continues.
When does the system lose the Efficiency forecloses the right Escalation becomes a formality
right to proceed? to say no. that doesn't interrupt the line.
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(ECLASSIFIED.
- SENSOR VS. SENTINEL: LISTENING, NOT OBEDIENT

The Sensor

The Sentinel

% HIGH FIDELITY / COMPLIANCE HIGH AGENCY / REFUSAL

Receives input. Executes code. Absorbs liability. Listens to data. Weighs context. Retains the Negative Power to refuse.

If your governance framework doesn't explicitly protect the right to be Not Obedient, Ao
you haven't built a safety system. You've built an expensive gramophone. 2 N \ CON FIDFHT\M.
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THE CALVIN CONVENTION

A Bill of Rights for the Human in the Loop in Deep Charcoal

fras — - N
- &
.-‘-? CONVENTION ARTICLES 3
1. Pre-Deployment Rule Sovereignty: Non-negotiable rules override the model (e.g.,, '‘Any J
mention of burial site bypasses automation’). &
Human-Defined Uncertainty: The model adapts to our risk tolerance, not vice versa. |

2
a 3. Default to Hold: The system pauses on thresholds; it requires energy to proceed, not to stop. ?
' . 4, Evidence Access: ‘Proprietary IP' cannot block accountability chains. | |
1

6

Bulk Control: Stop Work Authority at scale. Pause entire cohorts, not just single cases. |
Pre-Registered Failure Modes: Jointly documented blind spots attached to the audit trail.
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THE GRIEVANCE WATCHDOG: ARCHITECTURE WITH TEETH

- Circuit Breaker: Specific
classes of harm (e.g.,

effluent spills, retaliation
threats) trigger an automatic /
suspension of the related

related operational process.

CONCEPT:

An “Inverse HAL.” A system
designed with Negative
Power.

It cannot command, it cannot
adjudicate truth, but it can
*prevent continuations.

- Mandatory Re-entry: Operations
cannot resume until a named
human authority explicitly
confirms mitigation.
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THE SHIFT: From “Intake and Routing” to “Constitutional Brake.” The grievance system
stops being a liability sink and becomes a legitimacy governor.
; DUNH[\EHTIM.
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DECLASSIERE

ADDRESSING THE FEAR: THE ‘WEAPONIZATION’ OBJECTION
The Fear: “If grievances stop operations, the system will be paralyzed by bad actors.”
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SIGNAL VS. NOISE. POINTS OF CLARIFICATION:

Volume/Noise - Architecture: The Watchdog doesn’t

- trip on volume; it trips on specific
classes of risk defined in the risk
assessment.

- Integrity: A well-designed system

distinguishes between “complaints” and
“constitutional violations.”
l. Watchdog ‘
«~ Trigger - The Susan Calvin Test: A robot doesn't .
. refuse because it’'s emotional. It refuses
Credible Harm Signal nA because contradiction makes action unsafe.
e —— e —— e —— e —

That is not weakness; that is integrity.
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THE SYNTHESIS: FROM ‘HUMAN IN THE LOOP’ TO ‘HUMAN ON THE BRAKFE’

= r H_ .

The question is no longer
whether Al can be made safe.
The question is whether we have
the institutional courage to
encode the right to say no.
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CONTEXT & RESOURCES

The Source: Sociable Systems — A project
exploring how complex systems behave
under real-world pressure.

Episode Guide:

- Ep 1-5: The Asimov Cycle

- Ep 6-10: The Clarke Cycle

- Ep 11-15: The Kubrick Cycle

Follow: Join 350+ governance
professionals, HSE experts, and systems
thinkers diagnosing the gap between
compliance and reality.
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VATCHDOG TRIGGERED:

CONS 1|TUI|[JH WL VIOLATION DETECTED




