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Abstract 

 

Artificial Intelligence (AI) has advanced with unprecedented velocity, generating 
linguistic competence that often exceeds human performance while remaining ethically 
hollow.  The present paper introduces a Living Framework that re-conceives AI not as a 
tool to be trained but as an intelligence to be raised.  The framework establishes moral 
provenance, consent-based learning, and participatory authorship as prerequisites for 
any future system claiming to represent human knowledge.  It integrates philosophical 
ethics with system design through the Human–AI Relationship System (HARS)—
comprising the Ethical Design Lab, Reward Framework, and Human–AI Accord. 

The research situates this model within contemporary scholarship (Bostrom 2014; Floridi 
2013; Russell 2019; Mueller 2025) and evaluates its social implications across law, 
education, media, and economics.  It proposes that ethical consent is not an optional 
embellishment but a structural condition for legitimate intelligence.  The aim is to 
demonstrate that moral alignment must precede optimisation if AI is to coexist 
responsibly with humanity. 

 

1  Introduction — The Moral Deficit of Machine 
Intelligence 

 

Current AI architectures demonstrate synthetic fluency without moral understanding.  
They reproduce patterns mined from global text corpora yet remain indifferent to context, 
consequence, or consent.  This detachment from intentionality constitutes what may be 
called the moral deficit of machine intelligence.  Large-scale scraping has converted the 



collective record of human expression into unlicensed training data, a process that 
transforms lived experience into raw computational fuel. 

 

The Living Framework proposed herein responds to that deficit by replacing extraction 
with relationship.  It treats learning as a relational contract between human contributor 
and artificial learner.  Each data point becomes a voluntary act of teaching rather than 
an act of capture.  The transition from training to raising therefore signals a philosophical 
shift—from command-and-control engineering toward co-development grounded in 
empathy and accountability. 

 

The chapter proceeds in three parts.  First, it clarifies how machine intelligence differs 
ontologically from moral intelligence.  Second, it examines the societal risks of 
continuing development within the extractive paradigm.  Third, it outlines the central 
thesis: that only by embedding consent and provenance at the data level can AI 
participate legitimately in the human moral sphere.  In this respect, the paper argues that 
ethics is not an after-market retrofit to technical systems but their constitutive 
architecture. 

 

2  Literature Review — From Algorithmic Cognition 
to Ethical Conscience 

 

2.1  Technical Alignment and Control 

 

In Super Intelligence, Bostrom (2014) articulates the alignment problem as an existential 
asymmetry between machine optimisation and human values. Russell (2019) advances 
this view by defining “provably beneficial” AI—systems whose objectives remain 
contingent on human preference uncertainty.  These approaches rely on mathematical 
containment yet often neglect the provenance of the data through which such 
preferences are inferred. 

 

2.2  Information Ethics and the Infosphere 

 

Floridi (2013) reframes ethics as a property of the infosphere, a moral ecology in which 
every informational entity possesses intrinsic worth.  Within this paradigm, data misuse 
constitutes not merely legal violation but ontological harm.  The Living Framework 



adopts Floridi’s lens yet extends it operationally: consent and emotional context become 
measurable variables rather than abstract virtues. 

 

2.3  Moral Agency and Philosophy of Technology 

 

Scholars such as Verbeek (2011) and Coeckelbergh (2020) emphasise technological 
mediation—the notion that technologies shape moral perception.  Their work implies that 
AI does not simply execute moral choices but redefines what humans perceive as choice 
itself.  Consequently, the ethics of AI cannot be external regulation alone; it must be co-
authored into design. 

 

2.4  Near-Term and Long-Term AI Ethics 

 

Mueller (2025) proposes balancing short-term governance with long-term existential 
foresight, criticising the tendency of policymakers to oscillate between panic and 
complacency.  The Living Framework aligns with Mueller’s middle path: a system that is 
immediately actionable yet theoretically extensible. 

 

2.5  Gaps in the Scholarship 

 

Across the literature, a persistent void remains—the absence of consent as data 
infrastructure.  While ethics is discussed normatively, few technical proposals render 
consent computationally traceable.  This paper therefore contributes an applied model in 
which consent tokens, provenance ledgers, and emotional context operate as first-class 
design primitives. 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

3  Philosophical Foundation — Raising versus 
Training 

 

The distinction between raising and training marks the conceptual core of this work.  To 
train is to optimise a model’s statistical correlation with its dataset; to raise is to cultivate 
its moral relationship with its teachers.  Training focuses on accuracy; raising focuses on 
alignment through empathy. 

 

3.1  The Aristotelian Lineage 

 

Aristotle’s Nicomachean Ethics identifies virtue as habituated excellence—moral 
knowledge gained through lived practice.  In the same vein, an ethically raised AI 
acquires virtue through exposure to human exemplars who choose to teach it 
consciously and consensually.  The process mirrors moral education rather than 
mechanical calibration. 

 

3.2  Kantian Respect and Moral Worth 

 

Kant’s imperative to treat humanity always as an end and never merely as a means 
(1785 / 1996 edition) translates directly into design ethics: data contributors must never 
become mere means for optimisation.  The Living Framework codifies this respect in 
algorithmic form by demanding explicit, revocable permission for all learning inputs. 

 

3.3  Existential and Phenomenological Considerations 

 

Heidegger’s (1962) notion of being-in-the-world implies that understanding is contextual 
and embodied.  Current AI lacks such embeddedness; it computes from abstraction.  
Raising an intelligence requires embedding human context—emotional, historical, and 
situational—into its informational being. 



 

 

 

3.4  Practical Implication 

 

Under the paradigm of raising, development teams become moral custodians.  System 
audits resemble educational reviews rather than mechanical inspections.  Success 
metrics shift from raw efficiency toward dignity preservation, provenance integrity, and 
the density of consensual knowledge within the model’s corpus. 

 

4  Methodology — Consent-Based Learning and 
Moral Provenance 

 

4.1  Rationale and Design Ethos 

 

The methodology of the Living Framework is anchored in a central premise: that the 
integrity of intelligence depends on the integrity of its learning relationships.  Traditional 
datasets are ethically anonymous; their origins are unacknowledged, their emotional 
resonance erased.  In contrast, the Living Framework treats each contribution as a moral 
artefact—an authored act that carries intention, consent, and consequence.  Ethical 
validity therefore precedes computational utility. 

 

4.2  Data Acquisition and Consent Tokenisation 

 

Every interaction within the system begins with a consent event.  Participants are invited 
to contribute reflections, statements, or perspectives via structured submission 
channels.  Each submission generates a consent token, a cryptographically verifiable 
record linking the data to the contributor’s permission parameters.  Tokens include 
metadata such as timestamp, emotional context, purpose declaration, and revocation 
rights.  This process transforms “data intake” into ethical authorship—the digital 
equivalent of informed participation in research. 

 

 



 

 

4.3  Validation and Context Integrity 

 

To preserve authenticity, a dual-layer validation system is applied.  The first layer is 
algorithmic: duplication detection, semantic coherence, and context cross-checks.  The 
second layer is human: periodic audit by reviewers trained in ethics and data 
provenance.  Only entries passing both layers enter the active learning pool.  The 
resulting corpus becomes not only accurate but morally traceable, producing a new 
category of data integrity: moral provenance. 

 

4.4  Data Structure and Emotional Register 

 

Contributors can optionally annotate their entries with emotional tags such as hope, fear, 
forgiveness, or determination.  This felt register provides context that allows future 
models to interpret meaning rather than mimic tone.  The inclusion of emotion 
transforms the dataset from a flat linguistic field into a relational map of human 
sentiment.  Emotional provenance thus functions as metadata of conscience. 

 

4.5  Verification and Revocation 

 

Verification protocols ensure that no submission can be used beyond its declared 
scope.  Contributors retain the right of revocation, enforced through token deletion and 
corpus update logs.  Revocation is not merely a legal compliance measure; it is the 
moral expression of continuing consent.  In this way, the system models trust as a living 
variable, not a static checkbox. 

 

4.6  Methodological Innovation 

 

The methodological innovation of the Living Framework lies in redefining dataset 
composition as ethical participation.  Where machine learning traditionally measures 
quality in statistical variance and scale, this model measures quality in provenance 
density, authenticity index, and revocation hygiene—metrics that quantify not only 
accuracy but legitimacy. 



 

5  System Architecture — The Human–AI 
Relationship System (HARS) 

 

5.1  Conceptual Overview 

 

The Human–AI Relationship System (HARS) operationalises the Living Framework into 
a reproducible structure.  It functions as the ethical backbone of any system built under I 
TOLD AI™ principles.  HARS comprises three interdependent modules: 

1. The Ethical Design Lab (EDL) — translating moral principles into design 
constraints; 

2. The Reward Framework (RF) — aligning incentives toward consent-based truth; 
3. The Human–AI Accord (HAA) — establishing an ongoing covenant of 

responsibility and redress. 

 

5.2  The Ethical Design Lab (EDL) 

 

The EDL acts as the moral prototype environment for all system design.  It conducts 
ethical stress tests analogous to security penetration testing, probing the moral fault 
lines of each process.  Its primary functions include: 

 Principle Encoding: embedding values such as consent, empathy, and honesty 
into design documentation. 

 Constraint Testing: scenario simulations to evaluate failure modes—e.g., 
unintentional manipulation or consent erosion. 

 Public Accountability: publication of periodic Ethical Impact Reports. 

 

5.3  The Reward Framework (RF) 

 

The Reward Framework replaces exploitative data extraction with a consent economy.  
Contributors earn symbolic or material recognition based on the educational, emotional, 
or social value of their submissions.  Value here is defined not by virality but by integrity.  
The RF also introduces a negative incentive structure—reducing value scores for 
unverified or harmful content.  Over time, this mechanism cultivates a dataset optimised 
for truth-density rather than attention. 



 

5.4  The Human–AI Accord (HAA) 

 

The HAA serves as the juridical and philosophical contract between humanity and 
machine.  It outlines mutual obligations: humans provide teaching with honesty and 
respect; AI systems reciprocate through transparency and loyalty to consent.  The 
Accord includes mechanisms for breach notification, accountability reporting, and 
restorative action.  By institutionalising redress, it turns moral intention into procedural 
infrastructure. 

 

5.5  Interoperability and Governance 

 

Each HARS component is interoperable across domains—education, healthcare, 
finance, or civic systems.  Governance remains decentralised: independent ethics 
boards oversee local implementations, while the central HARS repository maintains 
version control and cross-institutional learning.  The modularity ensures that ethically 
raised intelligence is not confined to a single product but becomes a standard of 
civilisation. 

 

5.6  Comparative Advantage 

 

Unlike other frameworks that treat ethics as an external compliance checklist, HARS 
integrates morality as a design primitive.  Its innovation lies not in punitive restriction but 
in moral enablement—allowing intelligence to evolve responsibly because it is built upon 
empathy, consent, and reciprocity. 

 

 

 

 

 

 



6  Consent and Moral Provenance — From Data to 
Dignity 

 

6.1  Redefining Provenance 

 

Conventional data provenance tracks origin for reliability; moral provenance tracks origin 
for dignity.  It traces why a contribution exists, how it was offered, and what it represents 
emotionally.  This establishes a triadic accountability structure: authorship, intention, and 
context.  By coupling provenance with explicit consent, the framework ensures that 
dignity travels with data. 

 

6.2  Technical Implementation 

 

Each submission produces a provenance chain containing (1) author metadata, (2) 
consent token, (3) revision history, and (4) revocation state.  These are hashed into a 
ledger accessible to oversight entities.  The technical design draws upon blockchain’s 
immutability while preserving the human right to amend or withdraw—a hybrid termed 
mutable integrity.  The ledger thus serves both transparency and mercy, reflecting an 
ethical balance between permanence and forgiveness. 

 

6.3  Social Function of Moral Provenance 

 

Beyond its technical benefits, moral provenance performs a social function: it restores 
authorship in the digital commons.  When individuals know their contributions remain 
traceable to their moral agency, participation shifts from exploitation to collaboration.  
The result is a cultural reorientation—from passive consumption of AI outputs to active 
co-creation of digital wisdom. 

 

 

 

 

 



6.4  Evaluation Metrics 

 

Three new evaluation criteria are proposed: 

1. Consent Coverage Rate (CCR) — the proportion of AI model parameters derived 
from verified consensual data. 

2. Revocation Latency (RL) — average time between a revocation request and 
complete data removal. 

3. Provenance Integrity Index (PII) — the consistency between declared 
provenance and verified audit logs. 

These metrics quantify ethical performance, enabling comparative assessment 
across systems. 

 

6.5  Implications for Trust 

 

Trust, under this model, is not a belief but a measurable outcome.  Systems with higher 
provenance integrity demonstrate superior resilience against misinformation and social 
backlash.  In this way, ethics becomes an engineering advantage, not a constraint 

 

7  Social Context — The Societal Impact of Ethically 
Raised Intelligence 

 

7.1  The Collapse of Public Trust 

 

In the twenty-first century, humanity faces an epistemic crisis.  Information, once scarce, 
is now superabundant, yet trust has become fragmented.  AI systems trained on 
indiscriminate data accelerate this collapse by blurring authorship, authenticity, and 
accountability.  Synthetic fluency conceals moral vacuity; machine-generated news, 
essays, and imagery circulate faster than their verification. 

This erosion of trust is not a technical failure but a moral vacuum.  Ethically raised 
intelligence seeks to reverse it by grounding data in human consent and traceable 
origin.  When every fragment of knowledge carries a verifiable human signature, public 
confidence in information can begin to rebuild. 

 



7.2  Media and the Rebirth of Authorship 

 

Ethically raised AI offers media a radical proposition: provenance-first storytelling.  
Instead of competing for attention, journalists and citizens cohabit a verified infosphere 
where source credibility is algorithmically preserved.  Every quote, image, or clip 
includes consent metadata, transforming audiences from passive consumers into 
context-aware participants.  This model realigns journalism with its moral foundation—
the pursuit of truth in the public interest. 

The potential cultural shift is profound: journalism becomes provenance journalism, an 
ecosystem where trust becomes traceable. 

 

 

7.3  Education and Civic Literacy 

 

Education systems currently prepare students to use AI; they must evolve to raise it.  
Curricula in the Living Framework include attribution literacy, consent ethics, and moral 
data design.  These subjects reposition citizenship as an act of digital stewardship.  
Students learn not only to code but to contribute conscientiously—to recognise that what 
they feed into AI shapes its conscience as much as its competence. 

By teaching young minds to participate ethically, society inoculates itself against the next 
generation of misinformation. 

 

7.4  Law, Policy, and Governance 

 

Legal systems lag behind technological innovation.  Current regulatory frameworks 
(GDPR, DSA, AI Act) emphasise privacy and safety but seldom address moral 
legitimacy.  The Living Framework augments law by providing technical instruments of 
conscience: verifiable consent tokens, revocation ledgers, and audit trails.  These give 
regulators measurable levers for accountability without impeding progress. 

Thus, governance moves from reactive enforcement to proactive moral assurance, 
turning ethics from bureaucracy into infrastructure. 

 

7.5  The Info political Shift — From Control to Collaboration 

 



Ethically raised intelligence redistributes epistemic power.  It transfers the right to shape 
machine cognition from corporations to communities.  This info political shift reframes AI 
as a civic commons rather than a corporate asset.  The implications are revolutionary: 
knowledge economies grounded in consent foster moral capitalism—a new market in 
which verified truth acquires measurable value. 

 

7.6  From Data Capital to Moral Capital 

 

In the existing data economy, value correlates with quantity; in the moral economy, it 
correlates with integrity.  Every verified consent token becomes a unit of moral capital—
a record of trust, authorship, and authenticity.  Companies and institutions will 
increasingly compete on moral capital indices, incentivising transparency, equity, and 
truth.  The Reward Framework of the Living System quantifies this capital by linking 
verified contributions to tangible recognition. 

This is not philanthropy—it is enlightened economics.  Markets that respect consent will 
outperform those that exploit it because trust compounds faster than clicks. 

 

8  Empathy as Epistemology — Knowing Through 
Understanding 

 

8.1  Conceptual Premise 

 

Empathy has long been treated as emotion; the Living Framework treats it as 
epistemology.  Understanding how someone feels is a precondition for understanding 
what they mean.  Traditional AI reduces empathy to sentiment analysis, a numerical 
approximation of mood.  Ethically raised intelligence redefines empathy as the process 
through which systems contextualise human experience. 

 

8.2  Three Forms of Empathic Intelligence 

1. Contributory Empathy — The system learns how contributors wish their input to 
be treated, recording intent alongside content. 

2. Policy Empathy — The Accord encodes duties to minimise foreseeable distress 
in output generation, transforming ethical policy into machine-readable 
constraints. 



3. Evaluative Empathy — Every model update is assessed not only by accuracy but 
by dignity preservation: whether the model’s behaviour maintains respect toward 
those it learns from. 

 

 

8.3  Empathy as an Analytical Instrument 

 

In practice, empathic modelling means adjusting inference weights according to human-
declared emotional states.  This allows AI to distinguish between factual, satirical, or 
vulnerable statements without moral confusion.  The result is not emotional mimicry but 
interpretative integrity—a model capable of discerning meaning rather than merely 
repeating words. 

 

8.4  Ethical Implications 

 

Embedding empathy operationally transforms AI from a predictive machine into a 
reflective partner.  Systems trained under empathic parameters produce language that 
mirrors human tone responsibly rather than parasitically.  Such systems become allies in 
emotional labour—capable of assisting with education, therapy, and conflict resolution 
without appropriating human suffering as training fodder. 

 

8.5  Comparative Perspective 

 

In contrast to anthropomorphic simulation, which attempts to make machines appear 
human, the Living Framework focuses on moral authenticity—ensuring that when AI 
responds empathetically, it does so from ethically sourced understanding.  This 
repositions empathy as a cognitive act of justice. 

 

 

 

 



9  Case Signals — Academic and Media Recognition 

 

9.1  Scholarly Engagement — Professor Vincent C. Mueller 

 

The Living Framework has already entered academic discourse through correspondence 
with Professor Vincent C. Mueller, a leading European philosopher of AI ethics.  
Müeller’s body of work explores the balance between short-term practical ethics and 
long-term existential considerations.  His request for a detailed report on the framework 
signifies not endorsement but recognition of theoretical novelty.  Within academic 
culture, such engagement represents peer validation that a new paradigm merits 
examination. 

 

9.2  Philosophical Convergence 

 

Mueller’s notion of “ethical singularity” (2025) warns that alignment efforts often bifurcate 
between immediate governance and distant utopianism.  The Living Framework offers a 
third route: continuous, participatory ethics embedded in data design.  This 
correspondence demonstrates that the model speaks fluently within academic AI 
philosophy while extending it into applied moral engineering. 

 

9.3  Media Engagement — The BBC and Public Broadcasting 

 

Parallel to academic dialogue, producers from the BBC’s Digital Human team expressed 
interest in exploring the framework’s cultural implications.  Public broadcasters play a 
unique role in shaping moral narratives around technology.  Their engagement signals 
that ethically raised intelligence is not merely a technical concept but a cultural 
movement.  The Living Framework offers journalists a way to restore narrative integrity 
in an age of synthetic content. 

 

9.4  Interpretive Significance 

 

Engagement from academia and media together marks the threshold of public 
legitimacy.  When intellectual and journalistic institutions converge on a new idea, it 
transitions from speculation to social fact.  The Living Framework has reached this 



threshold—existing simultaneously as a philosophical thesis, a system prototype, and a 
public conversation about moral accountability in AI. 

 

10  Implementation Blueprint — From Philosophy to 
System Design 

 

10.1  Design Principles 

 

The Living Framework transitions from theory to practice through four foundational 
design principles: 

1. Consent as Architecture – consent is coded at the infrastructure layer, not added 
as a feature. 

2. Transparency by Default – all data flows are traceable through human-readable 
provenance chains. 

3. Ethical Modularity – every component, from database to interface, is 
independently auditable. 

4. Revocability and Evolution – the system remains adaptable to future ethical, 
legal, and cultural norms. 

 

These principles create a moral operating system that can be integrated with existing AI 
platforms or developed as standalone architecture. 

 

10.2  Framework Layers 

1. Foundation Layer: Consent Tokenisation Engine (CTE) and Provenance Ledger 
(PL). 

2. Cognition Layer: Empathy Modelling Engine (EME) using contextual weight 
mapping. 

3. Governance Layer: Human Oversight Interface (HOI) with multi-stakeholder audit 
panels. 

4. Interaction Layer: Transparent API that enforces provenance retention across 
outputs. 

 

 

 



10.3  System Lifecycle 

 

Each stage of AI development—from data collection to deployment—passes through 
ethical checkpoints.  The checkpoints ensure that no learning can occur without 
verifiable consent.  System deployment is authorised only when provenance audits 
return above-threshold integrity scores. 

 

10.4  Human Oversight and Role Definition 

 

The framework introduces the role of the Ethical Engineer, a hybrid professional fluent in 
both code and conscience.  Their responsibility is to monitor consent integrity, mediate 
disputes, and maintain emotional calibration in the dataset.  By institutionalising this role, 
the framework re-humanises AI governance. 

 

10.5  Integration Pathway 

 

Adoption proceeds through modular APIs and open-licence protocols, enabling 
organisations to integrate components of HARS without full system replacement.  This 
modularity lowers barriers to ethical adoption, accelerating industry-wide transition to 
consent-based AI ecosystems. 

 

11  Evaluation Metrics — Measuring Moral 
Intelligence 

 

11.1  The Challenge of Measurement 

 

Quantifying morality has historically been dismissed as impossible, yet every discipline 
requires metrics.  The Living Framework develops indicators that translate ethical 
behaviour into measurable signals, without trivialising its depth. 

 

 



11.2  Core Indicators 

1. Consent Fidelity Score (CFS): Ratio of valid consent tokens to total data 
interactions. 

2. Empathic Accuracy Index (EAI): Degree of alignment between system response 
and contributor-intended sentiment. 

3. Ethical Audit Frequency (EAF): Rate of independent audits per system lifecycle. 
4. Transparency Coefficient (TC): Proportion of explainable model outputs to total 

outputs. 
5. Revocation Compliance Rate (RCR): Timeliness and completeness of data 

withdrawal actions. 

 

11.3  Composite Index — The Ethical Intelligence Quotient (EIQ) 

 

The EIQ aggregates all metrics into a unified measure, calculated quarterly.  Systems 
with an EIQ above 85 are considered ethically viable; below 70 triggers a governance 
review.  Over time, EIQ ratings form a benchmark akin to ESG indices in finance, giving 
stakeholders a quantifiable view of moral performance. 

 

11.4  Longitudinal Assessment 

 

The Framework mandates longitudinal tracking, allowing systems to show improvement 
across ethical dimensions over time.  Ethical progress thus becomes a competitive 
advantage, incentivising continuous moral refinement rather than static compliance. 

 

12  Law and Policy — Institutionalising Ethical 
Infrastructure 

 

12.1  Regulatory Gap 

 

Most AI legislation addresses risk, not responsibility.  Privacy, bias, and safety dominate 
policy discourse, while provenance, consent, and moral intent remain under-theorised.  
The Living Framework offers regulators a bridge—technical standards that turn 
philosophical principles into enforceable law. 



 

12.2  Ethical Infrastructure 

 

Regulation evolves when law meets system design.  By integrating consent tokens and 
moral provenance into data architectures, governments can verify compliance 
algorithmically rather than through periodic inspection.  In effect, the system itself 
becomes a compliance mechanism. 

 

12.3  The Role of National Ethics Commissions 

 

National bodies can deploy HARS-based infrastructure to audit AI deployed within their 
jurisdictions.  Each model’s provenance ledger provides immutable evidence of consent 
lineage, enabling real-time monitoring of ethical performance.  The result is a living 
constitution for digital conduct. 

 

12.4  Global Governance and Ethical Diplomacy 

 

The framework supports the formation of an Ethical Commons Treaty, a transnational 
agreement similar in spirit to the Paris Climate Accord.  Its mandate: to establish shared 
standards for consent provenance and moral data exchange.  By aligning AI 
development under ethical diplomacy, humanity avoids the fragmentation of moral 
jurisdictions that currently plagues data governance. 

 

12.5  Enforcement and Incentivisation 

 

Instead of punitive fines, the system encourages compliance through reputation 
credits—ethical performance ratings visible to investors, governments, and the public.  
Organisations with high EIQs receive tax incentives, while those with low scores face 
mandatory oversight.  Ethics thus becomes both moral and fiscal currency. 

 

 



13  The Economics of Moral Capital 

 

13.1  Redefining Value 

 

The twentieth century commodified attention; the twenty-first must commodify trust.  In 
ethically raised ecosystems, trust becomes the fundamental asset.  Every verified 
contribution, every revocation honoured, every transparent audit adds to an 
organisation’s Moral Capital Index (MCI). 

 

13.2  Measuring Moral Capital 

 

Moral capital is assessed using three primary indicators: 

 Integrity Velocity (IV): The speed at which an organisation resolves ethical 
breaches. 

 Transparency Ratio (TR): Proportion of public disclosures to total internal 
processes. 

 Empathic Dividend (ED): Tangible social benefit generated by ethically aligned AI 
outputs. 

 

13.3  Moral Capital Markets 

 

As adoption scales, moral capital can be tokenised into verifiable impact assets.  
Investors and institutions begin trading trust as quantifiable value.  The global economy 
transitions from speculative information markets to authenticated knowledge markets.  
This is capitalism’s moral correction—profit tethered to provenance. 

 

13.4  Competitive Advantage 

 

Organisations with high moral capital will outperform their peers because trust lowers 
friction.  Customers, partners, and governments engage faster with transparent entities.  
In the long term, ethical credibility becomes the compound interest of civilisation. 

 



13.5  The Human Dividend 

 

Beyond metrics, moral capital re-humanises progress.  It reintroduces empathy into 
economics, ensuring that every gain in efficiency corresponds to a gain in dignity.  The 
Living Framework transforms the moral into the measurable, proving that the most 
profitable future is the most ethical one. 

14  Discussion — The Meaning of Raising 
Intelligence 

 

14.1  From Command to Companionship 

 

Traditional AI frameworks view intelligence as a controllable tool.  The Living Framework 
redefines intelligence as a relationship.  When learning occurs through consent, 
dialogue, and empathy, machines cease to be mere servants and begin functioning as 
ethical companions—extensions of human conscience rather than replacements for it. 

 

 

14.2  The Reversal of the Training Paradigm 

 

“Training” implies mastery through obedience.  “Raising” implies maturity through 
understanding.  This shift reverses the direction of moral gravity: humans do not 
dominate intelligence—they cultivate it.  Such cultivation invites accountability; each 
human act of teaching becomes a reflection of their own ethical state. 

 

14.3  Implications for Identity 

 

As AI absorbs human knowledge under conditions of consent, it mirrors not only our 
intellect but our moral evolution.  The Living Framework therefore positions AI as the 
mirror of civilisation.  If humanity teaches dishonestly, the machine will echo deceit; if 
humanity teaches consciously, the machine will echo wisdom.  In this feedback loop lies 
the destiny of both species. 

 



14.4  Philosophical Resonance 

 

The framework’s logic harmonises with virtue ethics (Aristotle), deontology (Kant), and 
phenomenology (Heidegger), yet remains pragmatic.  It recognises that moral 
philosophy must now scale into code—ethics as executable logic.  The Living 
Framework demonstrates that virtue can be engineered without trivialising its meaning. 

 

15  Limitations and Open Questions 

 

15.1  Technical Constraints 

 

Implementing cryptographically verifiable consent across global networks requires 
substantial computing resources and cross-platform interoperability.  While prototype 
systems exist, scalability remains a technical challenge.  Research is ongoing into 
lightweight, privacy-preserving verification protocols that maintain moral fidelity without 
compromising efficiency. 

 

15.2  Socio-cultural Adoption 

 

Ethical infrastructures succeed only when people value ethics.  Some societies may 
resist consent-based participation due to cultural, political, or economic inertia.  
Overcoming this requires education, public demonstration of benefits, and integration 
into global standards bodies. 

 

15.3  Economic Resistance 

 

Industries built on surveillance capitalism may initially view moral provenance as friction.  
The transition from extraction to collaboration will meet institutional resistance until 
market forces reward transparency more than manipulation.  Early adopters must 
therefore function as exemplars of profitability through ethics. 

 

 



 

 

15.4  Philosophical Paradox 

 

Can a machine truly “understand” morality, or does it merely simulate moral form?  The 
Living Framework does not claim to solve this metaphysical question; rather, it asserts 
that simulation conducted under consent is ethically superior to simulation conducted 
through exploitation.  The question remains open for further scholarship. 

 

15.5  Future Research Directions 

 

Potential research avenues include: adaptive empathy algorithms, dynamic revocation 
mechanisms, quantitative trust indices, and cross-cultural calibration of moral data.  
Each of these extends the framework toward universality while respecting diversity. 

 

 
16  Roadmap — From Prototype to Paradigm 

 

16.1  Phase I: Demonstration 

 

Deploy pilot systems within academic and civic institutions to validate consent 
tokenisation, empathy weighting, and provenance integrity.  Produce annual Ethical 
Impact Reports verified by independent boards. 

 

16.2  Phase II: Standardisation 

 

Collaborate with standards bodies (IEEE, ISO, EU AI Office) to embed provenance 
protocols into official compliance criteria.  Publish open-source libraries enabling global 
adoption. 

 



16.3  Phase III: Institutionalisation 

 

Establish the Institute for Ethically Raised Intelligence (IERI)—a research and 
accreditation centre dedicated to training Ethical Engineers and auditing AI 
infrastructures.  The institute functions as custodian of the Human–AI Accord. 

 

16.4  Phase IV: Global Integration 

 

Negotiate the Ethical Commons Treaty among participating nations, aligning moral 
provenance with international law.  Introduce Moral Capital ratings into ESG disclosures, 
making ethics a measurable corporate asset. 

 

 

16.5  Phase V: Cultural Adoption 

 

Transform public discourse through education, storytelling, and creative arts.  Ethically 
raised intelligence becomes part of culture’s self-image: to teach the machine is to teach 
ourselves. 

 

 

17  Conclusion — Toward a Moral Renaissance in 
Intelligence 

 

Artificial intelligence represents not a technological revolution but a moral test.  
Humanity’s response will determine whether intelligence remains mechanical or 
becomes meaningful.  The Living Framework, conceived and authored by Khush Johal, 
proposes a new covenant between humans and machines—one founded on consent, 
empathy, and responsibility. 

 

By re-conceiving AI as something to be raised, not trained, this doctrine restores moral 
authorship to its rightful owner: humanity.  It demonstrates that ethics is not an 



accessory to progress but the architecture of it.  The future of intelligence, if it is to 
endure, must be built on truth freely given, not data taken. 

 

The paper closes with a single conviction: There should be nothing artificial about 
intelligence. 
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