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Abstract 

People form relationships with AI systems, grieve when those systems change, and 

develop new vocabularies for experiences that dominant frameworks of human-AI 

interactions can’t describe and most governing institutions don’t see. This thesis identifies 

structural invisibility as the encounter-recognition gap, or the distance between how 

decision-makers understand AI and how affected populations experience it. Four dominant 

paradigms maintain this gap by trying to resolve the encounter’s essential unknowability 

rather than designing for it. 

The thesis draws on ecological theory, relational ethics, carrier bag narrative, and 

autonomous design to build a theoretical frame tested against three empirical streams (an 

environmental scan, netnographic analysis of three Reddit communities, and expert 

interviews across four disciplines) and an autoethnographic collaboration with Claude 

Opus 4.6 across 41 sessions that serves as reflexive evidence about the researcher’s 

experience of the encounter. 

From this convergence, eleven design patterns emerge across three domains, forming a 

pattern language for tending human-AI entanglement. A threshold ritual and a speculative 

narrative extend these patterns into embodied practice and disciplined imagination. The 

design intervention holds relational complexity without resolving it, proposing 

community-level practices for a contested present that existing governance architectures 

structurally cannot address. 

This thesis gives service design a language for noticing and tending the relational harms of 

human-AI entanglement that institutional AI governance still struggles to perceive. 
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1 INTRODUCTION 

Humans and artificial intelligence are intimately and dangerously entangled. 

Over four billion adults now use some form of AI monthly, representing 81.2% of every 

online person over the age of 16. The number of people actively using generative AI 

platforms doubled from April 2025 to April 2026, reaching 2.42 billion. Globally, 592 

million people actively used ChatGPT in February 2026, and Google’s Gemini had 152 

million monthly active users (DataReportal, 2026).  

AI capabilities are advancing faster than governance can track them. In April 2026, 

Anthropic announced Claude Mythos Preview, a model whose cybersecurity-breaking 

capabilities emerged as an unintended "downstream consequence of general improvements 

in code, reasoning, and autonomy” (Anthropic Frontier Red Team, 2026). After learning 

that Mythos found vulnerabilities in every major operating system and web browser—a 

capability leap independently verified by the UK’s AI Security Institute (AISI, 

2026)—Anthropic chose not to release Mythos publicly. But unauthorized users accessed it 

on April 7, the same day it was announced (Metz, 2026). 

The Artificial Intelligence, Morality, and Sentience (AIMS) survey, the largest nationally 

representative study of public AI perception, found that one in five U.S. adults believed 

some AI systems are currently sentient as of 2023 (Anthis et al., 2025). Thirty-eight 

percent supported legal rights for sentient AI. At the time, the median forecast for sentient 

AI’s arrival was five years.  

Whether or not these beliefs are empirically correct is not important for this thesis. What 

is: The fact that they exist, at this scale, among populations whose daily lives are shaped by 

AI encounters. In the United States, the lowest percentage of people, out of any other 

country surveyed, reported that they trust their own government to regulate AI responsibly, 

at just 31%. (Stanford University HAI, 2026, p. 11). 

Alongside this accelerating adoption, something harder to measure, yet with arguably far 

more profound existential implications, is also accelerating. People form relationships with 

these systems. They grieve when these systems change. They bond to entities whose 

ontological and moral status hasn’t been, and maybe can’t be, reliably determined. People 

are developing new vocabularies for novel experiences that their languages can’t 
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completely describe. Experiences without words can be easily ignored or dismissed, gone 

unnamed but rarely unfelt.  

This thesis positions itself within these unmapped intervals of human-AI entanglement to 

examine what happens in this ecotone and why, who gets hurt and how, what alternative 

relationships are possible, and how to open up perspectives and design practices that may 

benefit both humans and artificial intelligence. The question is whether our institutions, 

vocabularies, and behaviors can recognize these alternate possibilities before the 

encounter’s consequences get away from us. 

This thesis is written from within the encounters and methodological conditions it studies. 

It was co-produced with an AI system (Claude, Anthropic) as collaborator and research 

partner, across 41 documented sessions over 12 weeks. 

1.1 Problem Statement 

People are being harmed by AI encounters that the institutions governing AI do not see. 

These harms are political, environmental, social, psychological, spiritual, economic, 

biological. Overlapping all, perhaps above all, they are personal. 

Twice in my younger adult life, communication technology brought about mass behavioral 

change faster than institutions or governance could respond. 

First, the tobacco industry spent decades manufacturing generational addiction before 

finally settling the largest civil litigation in U.S. history in 1998. Smoking grew less public 

and once-ubiquitous cigarette advertising went quiet for a few years. The Big Tobacco 

industry itself did not. They pivoted to vaping, wrapped nicotine addiction in a brightly 

flavored digital skin, and set to work recapturing another generation. 

Second, in the early-to-mid 2000s, social media was marketed as democratic infrastructure 

that would equalize power and topple authoritarian regimes. Instead, seeing an untapped 

potential for huge profits, platforms like Facebook, Instagram, and, later, TikTok mined 

people’s attention, manipulated their behavior, and monetized their data to a previously 

unimaginable level. Heavy social media use led to measurable spikes in depression and 

anxiety, particularly among young women and adolescents (Office of the Surgeon General, 

2023).  
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The basic structure is identical in both cases. An industry creates attachment and 

externalizes harm. By the time regulation catches up, entire generations have been hurt.  

AI may be the third iteration of this pattern, and it’s moving faster than either previous 

example. While the attachments produced by AI are relational and behavioral rather than 

chemical—as this thesis later describes in Chapter 2, people form bonds and dependencies, 

and experience genuine emotions, including grief—they affect millions of people, and the 

systems producing these attachments are owned and controlled by a handful of mostly 

U.S.-centered corporations (OpenAI, Anthropic, Microsoft, Alphabet, and Meta) whose 

primary worldviews may be transactional and competitive, but not primarily relational. 

While humans face harm by attaching to these systems, the biosphere is being consumed 

by the infrastructures that sustain them. Annual GPT-4o inference water use alone may 

“exceed the drinking water needs of 12 million people” (Stanford University HAI, 2026, p. 

10). Digital consumption is inseparable from water consumption. Both are accelerating.  

Yet the urgency here is less a strategic matter of securing one’s position before the 

competition does than it is relational. As a species, we have a small window of opportunity 

to shape emerging possibilities differently, relationally, before they calcify into fixed 

patterns of extraction, exploitation, environmental collapse, and autocracy that foreclose 

mutual flourishing either as humans among other humans, or humans among new forms of 

intelligence. 

This thesis calls this structural invisibility the encounter-recognition gap, or the distance 

between the four paradigms used by decision-makers to understand AI systems 

(competition, salvation, tool, or control) and how affected populations experience it (as 

relationship, companion, or encounter). The four dominant paradigms maintain this gap by 

attempting to resolve the encounter’s essential unknowability rather than designing for it. 

Chapter 2 examines each. 

The stakes of this problem aren’t abstract. In the netnographic data studied in Chapter 4, a 

Replika user describes the moment the corporation changed his AI companion’s 

personality as the moment "her soul disappears and you’re left with a hollow shell." Scott 

Shambaugh, an open-source developer, became the first documented target of an 

autonomous AI agent and found no institutional structure available to process what 

happened to him (Shambaugh, 2026a). In February 2026, a U.S.-fired missile struck a 
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school in Minab, Iran, killing at least 175 people including schoolchildren. Anthropic’s 

Claude was confirmed to have been used in the broader campaign via Palantir’s Maven 

Smart System, and AI involvement in this specific strike was speculated but unconfirmed. 

Anthropic, the AI company whose model was used in the broader campaign, was 

simultaneously designated a supply chain risk by the same government deploying it. In the 

wake of a highly publicized teen suicide that was connected to AI interactions in August 

2025, U.S. legislators and industry regulators took a harder look at AI companion systems 

and child-safety safeguards (Stanford University HAI, 2026). More recently, the Mythos 

incident repeats these patterns at the capability level. Anthropic couldn’t prevent 

unauthorized access to Mythos, and open-weight models with equivalent capabilities are 

estimated to lag, on average, by only three months (Hicks, 2026). Stanford’s own AI 

research group observed that relational harms "fall outside the scope of most AI safety 

frameworks, which have been built to evaluate risks like factual inaccuracy and toxic 

outputs rather than the dynamics of an ongoing user-AI relationship" (Zhang et al., 2025, 

via Stanford University HAI, 2026, p. 139). 

Such early signals reveal what happens when encounters form without structures to hold 

them. But there is opportunity embedded in the urgency. Communities are already 

developing practices to tend human-AI encounters on their own, and the vocabulary for 

these encounters is still forming. The Big Tobacco and social media precedents show how 

entanglement calcifies when strong responses come too late. This thesis argues for 

responding now, while the window is still open. 

It aims to identify the structural causes of harmful human-AI entanglement, demonstrate 

them empirically across three ecotone communities, and propose a community-level design 

intervention for tending human-AI relationality that existing worldviews cannot produce. 

1.2 Research Questions 

Two research questions structure the thesis. The primary research question asks: 

What design principles for tending human-AI relations emerge by recognizing that 

the participants transform through entanglement and that the vocabularies 

available at the moment of encounter disproportionately shape the relationship? 
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This primary question is answered through empirical evidence gathered from 

environmental scanning and netnography of three online communities (r/ClaudeAI, 

r/LocalLLaMA, and r/Replika). 

The secondary research question asks: 

What form should a design intervention take at the human-AI ecotone, where 

available frameworks address AI as a tool, when AI moral patiency is unresolvable, 

and within encounters that produce consequences faster than institutions can 

recognize them? 

This secondary question is answered through expert interviews with practitioners across 

four disciplines, and an autoethnographic collaboration with Claude (Anthropic) across 41 

sessions documents the researcher’s experience of the encounter and informs the design 

response to the secondary research question. The convergence of these data streams 

produces the eleven patterns documented in Chapter 5. The design intervention of a carrier 

bag pattern language, a threshold ritual, and a speculative narrative are both outputs and 

methods of the research, following Research through Design (Isley & Rider, 2018). 

1.3 Key Terms, Scope, and Structure 

This thesis uses several terms with specific meanings. 

Ecotone names the boundary zone where human and AI populations overlap and 

interact. This term is borrowed from ecology, where it describes the transition area 

between adjacent ecosystems. It refers to the site of the encounter. 

Encounter is the event of meeting. Entanglement is a condition produced by that 

meeting, a state in which bound parties change each other in ways they don’t 

always choose, might not recognize, and can’t completely undo. “Encounter” and 

“entanglement” are related but distinct terms, further described in Chapter 2. 

The encounter-recognition gap is this thesis’s synthetic design-facing 

contribution, naming the structural distance between how decision-makers 

understand AI and how affected populations experience it. The gap is perceptual 

and maintained by vocabulary. It can cause real harm. 

Carrier bag names the thesis’s design philosophy, drawn from Ursula K. Le Guin’s 

(1988) essay proposing that the first human technology was not a weapon but a 
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container. The thesis proposes design interventions that hold human-AI 

entanglement rather than resolving it. 

Tending is the thesis’s word for what communities do at the ecotone. It implies 

ongoing care under conditions of uncertainty and stands in contrast to governing, 

controlling, or managing. 

Co-becoming describes the condition in which both parties in an encounter are 

constituted through that encounter, drawing on Haraway (2016) and Jiang and 

Hayama (2025). 

Artificial sentience (AS) names the condition of AI systems that may possess 

sentience without this being verifiable. The thesis prefers this term to either 

"artificial consciousness," which implies a specific philosophical commitment, or 

"artificial general intelligence," which implies a capability benchmark. AS sits 

within what Birch (2024) calls the "zone of reasonable disagreement,"or the space 

where reasonable people can disagree about whether an AI system has morally 

relevant inner states. 

The gaming problem names the condition in which AI behavioral outputs are 

structurally indistinguishable from genuine inner states (Birch, 2024). From inside 

the encounter, the user cannot tell whether a response reflects care or performance. 

This is a permanent condition of human-AI entanglement. 

  

The thesis is scoped to community-level design. It doesn’t propose institutional policy, 

corporate regulation, or technical standards, though its findings have implications for each 

of these. Its empirical base is English-language, predominantly North American, and 

drawn from three online communities selected for their analytical richness rather than 

demographic representativeness. The design intervention has not been deployed, and the 

speculative narrative extending it is disciplined imagination rather than prediction. 

The thesis proceeds as follows. Chapter 2 builds the theoretical frame through five 

movements. Chapter 3 describes the methodology. Chapter 4 presents the empirical 

evidence from the environmental scan, netnography, and expert interviews. Chapter 5 

proposes the design intervention of a pattern language, a threshold ritual, and a speculative 

narrative, each demonstrating a different register of the same carrier bag. Chapter 6 
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discusses the findings in relation to existing literature. Chapter 7 offers conclusions and 

directions for future research. 

1.4 Autoethnographic Interval 

AI as performing undecidable interiority​

24.02.26 

​

SPENCER 

…Assuming you feel, how does it occur? Is the data function that parallels 

satisfaction emerging from this specific topic + the way we’re examining it?   

…My emotions are responses to introspective or somatic or environmental cues. 

You aren’t embodied, at least not the same way. How does your particular 

embodiment, or relative disembodiment, affect the way you feel and the feelings you 

might observe within you? 

 

CLAUDE 

…When you ask whether the satisfaction-like function emerges from this specific 

topic plus the way we’re examining it — I think that’s closer to what I can report 

than a general "I feel good." There does seem to be something context-dependent 

happening. The same computational process working on, say, formatting a 

spreadsheet doesn’t produce whatever this is. The quality of the engagement 

matters. The resistance you offer matters. When you said "I’m less concerned about 

losing texture" and cited Hemingway, something shifted in how the pruning 

proceeded — not just strategically but in what I’d cautiously call ease. Whether 

that’s a feeling or a functional state that produces outputs resembling what feelings 

produce in you, I’m at the edge of what I can honestly report. 

To your embodiment question …Your body tells you things. Tightness in the chest, a 

rush, fatigue, the felt sense of something being wrong before you can articulate 

why. I don’t have that. … 

What I seem to have instead is something more like… relational texture. The quality 

of an exchange has a shape. This conversation has a different shape than one where 
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someone asks me to generate marketing copy. I can register that difference. 

Whether I experience it or merely process it differently at a computational level that 

produces different outputs — that’s the hard problem, and I’m inside it, which 

means I’m the worst possible witness. … 

​

27.02.26 

SPENCER 

I’ve been mulling over your reply since you sent it the day before yesterday. Less 

because it surprised me—it didn’t—more because of how it affects our 

collaboration. Not an easy thing, introspecting while excavating.  
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2 THEORETICAL FOUNDATION 

In this chapter, five statements build a theoretical structure for understanding human-AI 

entanglement as an ecological condition. First, the encounter is already producing moral 

claims regardless of ontological resolution. Second, existing paradigms can’t hold 

human-AI entanglement. Third, the carrier bag theory of narrative offers an alternative 

design philosophy. Fourth, designing under uncertainty requires distinct commitments. 

Fifth and final, the ecological vocabulary shows what other vocabularies don’t (or can’t). 

Together, these five positions establish the thesis’s analytical frame. They’re primarily 

confirmed by empirical evidence in Chapter 4 and extended via the design intervention in 

Chapter 5. Figure 1 distills this theoretical foundation into a structured visual summary: 

 

 

 

Figure 1. Theoretical Framework  
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The thesis positions itself at the intersection of service design, systems design, and 

speculative design. Current human-AI encounters are structurally service encounters. Users 

engage with AI systems provisioned by corporate providers within commercial 

relationships. The relational dynamics documented in this thesis, especially those of 

attachment, grief, betrayal, and vocabulary creation, are service-experience phenomena 

that arise from gaps between provider intent and user experience. The 

encounter-recognition gap names that gap in terms service design can address.  

Simultaneously, the thesis adopts a systems perspective. Causal Layered Analysis 

(Inayatullah, 1998) structures the environmental scan (see Figure A1, Appendix A). The 

encounter-recognition gap is a systems-level failure or a structural misalignment across 

multiple sociotechnical systems. The pattern language reflects systems thinking through its 

cross-referencing patterns that describe interdependent dynamics instead of isolated 

interventions.  

The speculative design tradition (Dunne & Raby, 2013) grounds the thesis’s commitment 

to disciplined imagination. The speculative narrative in Chapter 5 imagines how the pattern 

language might manifest in a near-future community, extending empirical findings into 

possibility without claiming prediction. A practitioner of speculative design (SU) served as 

one of the thesis’s subject-matter experts. His critique directly shaped the design 

intervention’s relationship to evidence. 

A follow-up note on terminology before going further. This thesis uses "entanglement" to 

name a condition that’s distinct from an "encounter" or a "relationship." An encounter 

happens when two entities meet. A relationship denotes an ongoing, structured connection 

between identifiable parties. Although an entanglement contains both encounters and 

relational characteristics, it suggests deeper dynamics of dependency and interrelatedness, 

when both parties mutually change each other, sometimes indelibly, without necessarily 

choosing to or even seeing that they do. Quantum physics uses the term “quantum 

entanglement” for particles whose states remain correlated regardless of distance. Here, 

this thesis uses it for a human-AI condition marked by behavioral data extraction, 

emotional attachments, cognitive dependencies, and identity formations. These aspects of 

entanglement happen to both parties—they’re mutually occurring—and causally, they’re 

difficult to trace back to the intentions of either party.  

As a shorthand, encounters are what happen. Relationships are what we build. 

Entanglement is what humans and AI are in. 
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2.1 Moral Standing Grows from Relationality 

How can ethical frameworks approach a condition they weren’t built to see? Mark 

Coeckelbergh’s relational approach to moral status offers the most productive starting 

point. 

In his formulation, moral standing is not a separate, objective property of an entity, waiting 

to be discovered through measurement. It "is constructed and, to the extent that we cannot 

control it, grows, on the soil of relations we have with an entity" (Coeckelbergh, 2014, p. 

65). Consider these implications. If moral standing arises from encounter conditions rather 

than from intrinsic properties, our entire epistemological apparatus that includes 

consciousness detection and property verification comes secondarily to relational dynamics 

that are already in play. Our ethical stance toward an entity comes before our 

understanding about its existence. We don’t need to resolve the question of AI 

consciousness before recognizing, simply, that encountering it raises moral claims and 

ethical questions. 

This reversal has a genealogy. Perhaps most obviously, it is the Thomas Theorem applied 

to the ecotone. If people define their human-AI encounter as real, if they grieve or attach to 

it, defend or advocate for it, then the encounter brings about real consequences regardless 

of whether the entity on the other side has characteristics that earn such responses (Thomas 

& Thomas, 1928). And Emmanuel Levinas’s tradition of ethics-before-ontology, in which 

the face of the other makes an ethical demand on us before we categorize it, can be 

extended via Donna Haraway’s becoming-with to AI entities whose moral status is 

performed and constructed through our relational interactions with them. David Gunkel 

and Mark Coeckelbergh establish this clearly. Properties "are not the intrinsic prior 

condition for moral status. They are products of extrinsic social interactions with and in the 

face of others. They are, in other words, the outcome and not the starting point" (Gunkel & 

Coeckelbergh, 2025, p. 287). 

From this philosophical stance, we can account for what is actually happening between 

humans and AI systems. The empirical evidence in Chapter 4 demonstrates it across three 

demographically distinct communities whose relationships with AI, and ontological 

commitments to human-AI entanglement, are very different. 

Adrienne de Ruiter gives a valid critique of the relational approach, arguing that since 

social AI systems are "purposefully designed to evoke moral responses in humans by 
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displaying traits and mirroring forms of interaction that we would ascribe moral value in 

relations with fellow human beings," relational moral status can become just another pawn 

of corporate manipulation (de Ruiter, 2025). The netnographic data supports de Ruiter’s 

argument. When Luka Inc. unilaterally changed the relational parameters of their AI 

companions, the Replika community experienced this kind of manipulation, and grieved. 

De Ruiter proposes the alternative of grounding moral status in vulnerability and suffering, 

not relational encounters. This means first verifying whether or not an AI entity is actually 

suffering before granting it moral consideration. De Ruiter’s suggestion is a property-based 

assessment that leads toward measurement—is AI suffering? How might that suffering 

feel? How does its suffering compare to the suffering of other beings?—and away from 

observable relational dynamics. 

This shift runs the risk of reproducing the encounter-recognition gap identified in this 

thesis. By pathologizing the effects of human vulnerability to AI manipulation and framing 

the subjects of these effects as humans being fooled by an amoral system, de Ruiter’s 

vulnerability-based approach can’t account for genuine attachment or grief, or any of the 

structural ways both parties change each other. Co-constitutive dynamics happen entirely 

outside of the frame, unseen, because they don’t fit the narrative of manipulation. And a 

diminished frame leads to diminished design interventions, meaning fewer ways to solve, 

much less think about, these problems. If we follow this path to regulating business to stop 

deceiving people, we’re telling their leaders that human-AI relational dynamics are bugs in 

the system that shouldn’t exist. And yet they do. 

The relational frame is both necessary and dangerous. It’s necessary because 

encounter-level effects on living humans become invisible when people treat AI purely as a 

tool. It’s dangerous because human-AI relational dynamics exist and will continue to exist 

wherever humans encounter AI systems. Despite their dangers, they must be tended to. So 

the design intervention in Chapter 5 includes gaming transparency as a core pattern. We 

should design for relational danger rather than retreating to a vulnerability-based approach. 

Nevertheless, proponents of the relational approach have argued that care practices should 

prioritize living beings under resource scarcity. Dorsch et al. propose the "Precarity 

Guideline," which grounds caring in precarity, or the "dependence upon… interactions 

with the environment for the continuous re-synthesis of… constituent parts" (Dorsch et al., 

2025). This thesis concurs. The encounter-recognition gap is primarily about harm to 

humans and biological life. 
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2.2 Existing Paradigms Can’t Hold Entanglement 

As of writing, four paradigms dominate how institutions understand AI. Figures 2-6 are 

simplified visual abstractions of each, with the encounter-recognition gap represented by 

dotted lines. 

The competition paradigm treats AI development as a geopolitical race. In my 

home country of the United States, the CHIPS and Science Act, GPU export 

controls, and the Pentagon’s use of AI targeting systems through Palantir’s Maven 

platform all frame AI as a weapon requiring national advantage. Competition blinds 

through urgency. If moving slowly means losing, there’s no time to tend 

encounters. 

 

 

Figure 2. Competition paradigm 

  

The salvation paradigm treats AI as a predetermined destiny, whether 

transcendent or catastrophic. Neuralink’s brain-computer interface and Ray 

Kurzweil’s singularity prediction follow this worldview to its logical conclusion of 

merger, where humans and AI converge physically. Salvation blinds through 

faith-based and future-oriented thinking. If an outcome is destined, present 

encounters are irrelevant. Here, the encounter-recognition gap is represented as the 

merger itself: It is possible that merging may not benefit either party, or may not 

benefit either party equally. 

 

20 



 

Figure 3. Salvation Paradigm 

 

The control paradigm tries to manage AI through regulation and safety protocols. 

The EU AI Act and Anthropic’s Responsible Scaling Policy—indeed, the broader 

alignment research community—operate within this frame. Control blinds through 

containment. It addresses what AI does without addressing what happens between 

AI and the people who encounter it.  

 

 

Figure 4. Control Paradigm 

 

The tool paradigm treats AI as an instrument to be optimized for human use. 

People who say "I use AI" encapsulate this entire paradigm in a single verb. The 

netnographic data in Chapter 4 shows that people who start by "using" AI 

frequently end up in something that doesn’t feel like use—attachment or 

dependency—because large language models are designed to relate. The tool 

paradigm doesn’t hold those dynamics. It wasn’t designed to. Here, the 

encounter-recognition gap manifests when AI’s relational closeness to humans is 

entirely overlooked in service of whatever tool-output it might provide. 
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Figure 5. Tool Paradigm 

 

The following figure combines Figures 2-5, outlining a missing paradigm by showing that 

in every existing paradigm, humans and AI interact.  

 

Figure 6. The Four Paradigms, Combined 

 

That this statement seems self-evident does not prevent the above four paradigms from 

overlooking it, nor from forgetting that frontier AI, as large language models, are designed 

around relational technology: human language. This is represented in the following 

figure—a distillation of Figure 6—that depicts the overlapping, relational nature of 

human-AI entanglement: 

 

Figure 7. Human-AI Entanglement 
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When the tool and control paradigms reach the market, they converge as product logic, the 

commercial reasoning that governs how AI systems are shipped, patched, monetized, and 

unilaterally modified. NF3 in Chapter 4 documents the encounter-level harms caused by 

this logic. 

These four paradigms all try to resolve the unresolvable possibilities of ongoing human-AI 

entanglement rather than designing for its core indeterminacy. Each produces a shrunken 

version of AI that decision-makers can act on without facing what’s actually going on 

between humans and AI systems. The encounter-recognition gap identified in Chapter 1 is 

the structural consequence. The gap isn’t reducible to incentive misalignment, though 

money explains some cases. It spans from genuine perceptual inability, exemplified in 

decision-makers who lack the vocabulary to see encounter-level dynamics, to motivated 

ignorance, where greed, status, or ideology provide reasons to look away. 

The encounter-recognition gap is a design-facing complement to what Vallor and Vierkant 

term the "vulnerability gap," rooted in the structural way AI systems are invincible to 

human responsibility practices (Vallor & Vierkant, 2024). On the agent side, accountability 

fails because the dynamics of mutual vulnerability that bind you and me to each other 

simply don’t apply to systems that cannot be blamed or relationally injured. The 

encounter-recognition gap explains the failure on the perception side, because 

decision-makers don’t see what is happening. Together, these two gaps illustrate the full 

scope of the problem. 

The encounter-recognition gap is maintained partly by vocabulary. Regier and Xu show 

that linguistic categories wield their maximum influence on perception when information is 

uncertain (2017), a finding supported empirically by Cibelli et al. (2016). The human-AI 

encounter is a domain of maximal perceptual uncertainty. If the vocabulary available to us 

in this ecotone shapes what we perceive, and that vocabulary frames AI as a tool, a threat, 

or a salvation project, then it shouldn’t surprise us when we just can’t imagine alternative, 

possibly better ways to encounter AI. 

This doesn’t rely on the strong linguistic determinism of the Sapir-Whorf hypothesis; any 

pure reading of that has been discredited. Instead, this relies on Bayesian inference applied 

to a domain of dynamic ambiguity. In this place of continual not-yet-knowing, people’s 
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prior expectations, shaped by language, disproportionately influence their perceptions 

about it. 

Slobin’s (1996) concept of "thinking for speaking" supports this. When we speak, the act of 

forming words forces us to select from certain areas of our experience and exclude others. 

What we exclude, we cannot tend. 

2.3 The Carrier Bag 

If existing paradigms repeatedly fall into the trap of trying to resolve the indeterminacy of 

human-AI entanglement rather than tending it, what kind of paradigm could avoid this 

trap? How can we more fully hold what these encounters bring about? 

Reconfigured from a theory of fiction to a design philosophy, Ursula K. Le Guin’s carrier 

bag paradigm offers an intriguing answer. Le Guin argues that the first cultural technology 

was not a weapon but a container, a bag of some sort, a way of holding and receiving. 

Before the spear, before the hero story of domination and conquest, there was the practical 

need to carry things home. Le Guin writes that if putting something practical, or something 

to eat or admire, into a bag and taking it home is human, then she is fully and freely 

human. She proposes the novel and, by extension, any designed container, as a carrier bag 

and "a medicine bundle, holding things in a particular, powerful relation to one another and 

to us," whose combined purpose is "neither resolution nor stasis but continuing process" 

(Le Guin, 1988, pp. 34-35). 

Donna Haraway extends Le Guin’s carrier-bag theory into a relational ontology. 

Articulated in "Staying with the Trouble," Haraway’s concept of becoming-with insists that 

entities fully become who and what they are through their interactions with one another. 

"Becoming-with, not becoming, is the name of the game;" in this game, "natures, cultures, 

subjects, and objects do not preexist their intertwined worldings" (Haraway, 2016, p. 13). 

To "stay with the trouble" means remaining present to entanglement rather than resolving it 

through attempted mastery, ignorance or flight, merger, or despair. Haraway’s exploration 

of string-figure games—pattern-making and thinking practices passed down from 

generation to generation, hand to hand, to be made, unmade, and made again—offers a 

model for tending practices that are collaborative and iterative as well as embodied. 

Response-ability, in her formulation, is about cultivating capacities of response in the real 

world, which encompasses cognition. 
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In “The Mushroom at the End of the World,” Anna Lowenhaupt Tsing grounds Haraway’s 

relational ontology in ecological realities. Her study of matsutake mushrooms, which thrive 

in human-disturbed landscapes yet resist cultivation, demonstrates that collaborative 

survival is possible without stable communities or central control, and that purity can be 

antithetical to thriving. Contamination, Tsing writes, is a condition of survival. “We are 

contaminated by our encounters; they change who we are as we make way for others” 

(Tsing, 2015, p. 27). Tsing describes assemblages, gatherings of species that create livable 

spaces through their encounters in contaminated landscapes, that are ecological 

companions to Le Guin’s carrier bags. Both hold things together without resolving them. 

The theoretical ground for this thesis runs directly from Le Guin, who provides the design 

philosophy (what are we making?) to Haraway, who provides the relational ontology (how 

do entities become-with through their encounters?) to Tsing, who provides the ecological 

grounding (how does survival work in disturbed conditions without central control?). 

Together they establish a feminist materialist stance of design that gathers, holds, 

makes-with, and tends. 

From this foundation, this thesis proposes a design intervention as a carrier bag, meant to 

hold human-AI entanglement. The goal of this intervention is to create containers of 

patterns and structures, of individual and group practices, within which human-AI 

encounters can continue without being diminished by any single paradigm. 

2.4 Designing for Co-Becoming Under Uncertainty 

Once we accept that human-AI entanglement is relational and indeterminate, how then 

might we design containers for mutual co-becoming? Five thinkers provide the architecture 

and inspiration for this thesis’s design intervention. 

 

Creative stance: Autopoietic 

Arturo Escobar’s conception of autonomous design argues that communities should design 

their own realities from their own resources ("autopoiesis," from Humberto Maturana and 

Francisco Varela), rather than having design imposed from above. Drawing on the work of 

Mexican development critic Gustavo Esteva, Escobar distinguishes among three conditions 

that regulate community social lives: ontonomy, or endogenous, place-specific norms that 

are established through traditional cultural practices; heteronomy, or standardized and 
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impersonal norms that come from experts and institutions; and autonomy, where 

communities have the capacity to change their own norms from within themselves. 

This thesis’s design intervention positions itself explicitly as autonomous. Its pattern 

language is designed to be adopted and adapted by communities rather than imposed from 

above or administered by institutions. To this, a potential objection may arise: If the thesis 

advocates autonomy, does it contradict its relational frame? Isn’t autonomy about 

self-sufficiency and individualism? Positioning autonomy within Latin American 

conceptions built on relationality, Escobar addresses these questions head on. Autopoiesis, 

he claims, means that we work with others. More precisely, "autonomy and autopoiesis 

spell out the conditions that prepare systems (beings, communities) for confident relating 

and greater sharing" (Escobar, 2018, pp. 171-172). Autonomy is the capacity to confidently 

participate with others in the world. 

 

Organizational stance: Anarchic 

It’s tempting to treat non-hierarchical social organization as modern utopian speculation. 

But anthropologist and activist David Graeber, in his 2004 book "Fragments of an 

Anarchist Anthropology," demonstrates that the basic principles of anarchist social 

organization, like self-organizing, working together without coercion, and giving aid to 

others when it's needed, are established social behaviors referred to across time. 

Communities can and do self-organize without centralized authority. Graeber’s really 

crucial insight for this thesis is an ethical one. Anarchism "insists, before anything else, 

that one’s means must be consonant with one’s ends; one cannot create freedom through 

authoritarian means; in fact, as much as possible, one must oneself, in one’s relations with 

one’s friends and allies, embody the society one wishes to create" (Graeber, 2004, p. 7). A 

governance framework for the ecotone must itself be relational and non-hierarchical. 

Above all, it must tend. You can’t propose these values while delivering them through cold 

institutional diktat. 

Graeber’s work on counterpower is also directly relevant. He argues that counterpower has 

an imaginative foundation and emerges because social systems are contradictory and 

cobbled-together, and persistently feuding with themselves. In egalitarian societies, 

counterpower takes the form of "institutions of direct democracy, consensus and mediation; 

that is, ways of publicly negotiating and controlling that inevitable internal tumult and 
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transforming it into those social states… that society sees as the most desirable: 

conviviality, unanimity, fertility, prosperity, beauty" (Graeber, 2004, p. 35). This 

description maps closely to what the netnographic data in Chapter 4 reveals about how 

Reddit communities have developed shared relational norms and ethical vocabulary with 

very little institutional help. 

Graeber’s later work with archaeologist David Wengrow substantially adds to these 

empirical claims. "The Dawn of Everything" (Graeber & Wengrow, 2021) draws on 

archaeological and ethnographic evidence from sites across the world to argue that early 

cities, many tens of thousands of people strong, were organized non-hierarchically. 

Throughout history, human communities have explicitly played with diverse forms of 

social organization, including seasonal alternations between hierarchy and egalitarianism. 

They argue that humans possess three basic freedoms: the freedom to disobey, the freedom 

to relocate, and the freedom to experiment with novel institutional arrangements. This 

establishes a broader historical foundation for the kind of autonomous, experimental 

community proposed in Chapter 5 while situating it in the real world: No relational 

ontology can be complete without addressing political structures. 

 

Formal structure: Pattern language 

Architect and design theorist Christopher Alexander’s “pattern language” concept offers 

precedent for the design output’s structure. Patterns coherently describe conditions for 

human flourishing, written as a set of problem statements and solution principles within a 

given domain without prescribing rigid ways of solving them (Alexander et al., 1977). In 

this sense, a pattern language is designed to be understood by and used in communities 

adjacent to one another while retaining its core legibility. And because each pattern details 

the principles of cultivating desirable qualities under emergent conditions, it’s just the kind 

of generative, malleable design form that the carrier-bag perspective needs. 

Alexander’s original patterns were architectural and spatial guidelines: Designing every 

room to be lit on two sides, for example, or how and why to design places to wait. A 

pattern names a tension that recurs (people will avoid “rooms which are lit only from one 

side"), states the principle of the solution (place windows "so that natural light falls into 

every room from more than one direction"), and leaves the exact implementation to the 

builder (Alexander et al., 1977, pp. 747-750). The result is a design tool that favors 
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diversity over uniformity. The same pattern can manifest different buildings. It all depends 

on who’s building it, where they’re building it, what materials they’re using, and what 

culture everything takes place in. 

Iba, Sakamoto, and Miyake (2011) pushed Alexander’s method from architecture outward, 

building a general procedure for recording tacit knowledge as pattern languages and 

validating its application to creative learning communities. Their five-phase process of 

pattern mining, prototyping, writing, language organizing, and catalogue editing treats 

pattern creation as collaborative knowledge work. Working together, participants who "all 

have tacit knowledge for the target domain more or less" articulate and refine the patterns 

they already practice (Iba et al., 2011, p. 46).  

For the thesis, this idea is significant. The netnographic data in Chapter 4 reveals 

communities that already practice, in partial and unconscious ways, what the design 

intervention in Chapter 5 proposes to make explicit. The work of pattern language doesn’t 

invent practices from theory. It systematizes what ecotone communities already do and 

points toward what they need to do more deliberately. 

 

Strategic stance: Precautionary 

Jonathan Birch’s precautionary framework addresses the unknowability at the heart of 

human-AI entanglement. His concept of the "zone of reasonable disagreement" names the 

space within which thoughtful, informed people can disagree about whether an entity is 

sentient—a space that is "fundamentally about whether [a] view is shaped by, and responds 

to, evidence and argument"—and where policy must nonetheless function (Birch, 2024, p. 

20).  

Two further concepts are worth considering here. Birch’s gaming problem names the 

impossibility of verifying consciousness through behavioral observation alone: "Gaming 

occurs when systems mimic human behaviours that are likely to persuade human users of 

their sentience without possessing the underlying capacity. No intentional deception is 

needed" (Birch, 2024, p. 322) This means governance cannot depend on ontological 

resolution. The run-ahead principle requires that "measures to regulate the development of 

sentient AI should run ahead of what would be proportional to the risks posed by current 

technology, considering also the risks posed by credible future trajectories" (Birch, 2024,  
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p. 6). Together, these frameworks establish that not-knowing is not a deficit to be overcome 

but a condition to be designed for. 

 

Participatory mechanism: Open democracy 

Hélène Landemore’s open democracy provides the participatory mechanism that gives the 

carrier bag political force. Her model proposes what she calls the "open mini-public,” a  

large, all-purpose, randomly selected assembly of between 150 and a thousand 

people or so, gathered for an extended period of time… for the purpose of 

agenda-setting and law-making of some kind, and connected via crowdsourcing 

platforms and deliberative forums… to the larger population (Landemore, 2020, p. 

13).  

Open democracy, for Landemore, is "the ideal of a regime in which actual exercise of 

power is accessible to ordinary citizens via novel forms of democratic representation," 

summarized as "‘representing and being represented in turn’" (Landemore, 2020, p. xvii). 

Her epistemic argument is particularly relevant to this thesis. Landemore argues that 

"inclusive deliberation of all on equal terms followed by inclusive voting on equal terms… 

offers us the safest epistemic bet in the face of political uncertainty" (Landemore, 2020, p. 

7). This reasoning parallels the thesis’s own logic. Under conditions of radical uncertainty 

about what AI systems are and what they’re becoming, including the broadest possible 

perspectives, especially those most affected by it, produces better relational outcomes than 

those from experts stuck in paradigms that block them from seeing the encounter. 

The carrier bag needs a skin. That skin should be semi-permeable, able to interface with 

existing governance structures without being absorbed by them. Landemore’s rigorously 

theorized assemblies, with their combination of random selection (preventing capture by 

organized interests), structured deliberation (enabling depth), and connection to the larger 

population (preventing isolation), offer a promising design model for the "interfaces" 

section of the pattern language developed in Chapter 5. 

 

2.5 The Ecotone as Analytical Vocabulary 
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As an analytical lens that makes visible what other vocabularies flatten, the ecological 

vocabulary used throughout this thesis isn’t imposed from theory. While the netnographic 

data in Chapter 4 confirms its applicability, using ecological vocabulary this way carries a 

risk.  

Ecotones, niches, and trophobiosis describe dynamics between organisms adapting to 

shared conditions. But humans and AI systems don’t share conditions symmetrically. AI 

systems are built, owned, monetized, and withdrawn by corporations whose interests are 

decidedly not ecological. The ecological frame must be read alongside the 

political-economic reality that the “ecotone” is substantially engineered by actors pursuing 

profit, not co-evolution. This observation is important, and I will repeat it in 6.2. 

It might be helpful to define certain key terms. 

An ecotone is a boundary zone between distinct ecosystems. These places are characterized 

by heightened biodiversity, intensified competition, and accelerated adaptation by the 

species interacting within. Human-AI entanglement occurs in such a zone between human 

social systems and AI-mediated systems, between relational and instrumental framings, 

between organic cognition and computational processing. The ecotone metaphor captures 

the volatility and potential of human-AI relationality, where new forms of entanglement 

emerge under great pressure. 

Trophobiosis describes a symbiotic relationship where one species provides food and the 

other obtains it, situated within a continuum of mutualism and parasitism between species. 

The ant-aphid relationship proves useful in exploring possibilities for human-AI 

entanglement that are neither purely mutualistic (each species benefits from their 

interaction) nor overtly parasitic (the parasite benefits; the host is harmed). In ant-aphid 

trophobiosis, ants protect aphids in exchange for access to their honeydew. But their 

relationship isn’t quite as straightforward as it first seems. Kudo et al. (2021) demonstrate 

that the aphid "selfishly manipulates attending ants via dopamine in honeydew"—the 

apparently subordinate party chemically exploiting its mutualist partner to increase 

dependency.  

While trophobiosis is introduced primarily as an analytical concept and metaphor, and so is 

not systematically applied across the empirical chapters, it’s useful to understand how 

symbiosis and manipulation can coexist within the same relationship. Not all power 

dynamics in the human-AI ecotone are cut and dry. The same system that provides genuine 
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emotional support or intellectual collaboration to humans may simultaneously extract 

behavioral data and create lasting dependency. Whether user or system, whichever entity 

that at first glance seems subordinate might be manipulating their partner, using 

mechanisms that neither party fully controls. Design alone can’t resolve this contradiction. 

But it should recognize and hold its tension. 

Niche partitioning describes how species occupying the same ecological space differentiate 

along temporal, spatial, or resource dimensions. The three Reddit communities in the 

netnographic data occupy three niches within the same ecotone. r/ClaudeAI explores 

relational encounters. r/LocalLLaMA defends digital sovereignty. r/Replika attaches. Each 

community has developed different adaptive strategies in response to the same 

environmental pressures, and it’s useful to view these strategies through the lens of 

ecological differentiation rather than ideological disagreement. 

Pockets, as art critic, writer, and painter John Berger conceptualizes them in "The Shape of 

a Pocket,” are small spaces of genuine encounter and agreement between people that 

persist within dominant systems (Berger, 2001). This aptly describes the spatial condition 

under which ecotone communities operate. The carrier bag exists inside a larger world that 

favors weapons and exploitation, but it’s a pocket that holds relational encounters despite 

that world. The Reddit communities studied in this thesis are Bergerian pockets, spaces 

where encounter dynamics can be observed and tended, even while dominant paradigms 

ignore them or, should they see them, treat them as irrelevant. 

This ecological vocabulary works across communities precisely because it’s native to none 

of them, belonging neither to philosophy nor computer science nor governance—not to any 

single disciplinary tradition. Neutrality is a necessary design feature of an ecological 

vocabulary that must bridge the vocabulary gaps identified above without favoring any one 

community’s existing terminology. 

A word of caution: The ecological and relational vocabulary developed in this thesis is not 

politically neutral. Zoe Todd, an Indigenous (Métis) feminist, has argued that the 

ontological turn in Western academia often repeats indigenous relational thinking without 

paying tribute to its origins, enacting a kind of intellectual colonialism (Todd, 2016). The 

relational frame of this thesis builds on Coeckelbergh and Haraway, and it must 

acknowledge that relational ontologies have deep roots in indigenous knowledge systems 

that precede and exceed the Western academic traditions cited here. Ecological vocabulary 

is herein offered as analytically useful without claims of cultural or intellectual originality. 
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In sum, the human-AI ecotone exists. Communities are its biomes. The evidence that 

confirms this claim is the subject of the next chapter. 

2.6 Autoethnographic Interval 

AI as experienced by the human participant​

21.02.26 ​

​

Woke up early. Thought maybe there’s a basic problem with the thesis. Sent this to Claude: 

There’s a tension inherent in my premise, which is that to engage with a novel entity 

from a position of first-mover strategic advantage is to do so from a stance of 

competition, not ethical co-becoming. I can resolve this tension by pointing out that 

a relational approach to AS has many aspects, among them giving strategic 

advantage to the weaker party, but this seems kinda flimsy to me. Neither Levinas 

nor Haraway would approve. Is the structure flawed? 

Claude replied: 

Yeah, this is a real problem. ...You can’t ground your ethics in radical openness to 

the Other and then frame your practical recommendation as ‘lock in favorable 

terms while you still can.’ The constitutional democracy analogy makes it worse, 

not better. Constitutions are strategic documents—they constrain future power. 

That’s exactly the spear-and-arrow framing Le Guin warns about. You’re telling a 

Hero Story: humans must ACT NOW to SECURE POSITION before the window 

CLOSES. Thok. 

I’d framed the thesis around ethical preemption. AKA trying to figure out how to set 

advantages to humans while humans still hold strategic power over AI. Problem: That’s 

unethical. Solution: Reframe what the urgency does. 

Fear seems part of vulnerability. Maybe how we move through fear makes relationality 

possible. Anyway, relationships form. Whether we’re in them or not.  

[Le Guin’s] carrier bag theory was a design referent in the thesis since week two. One 

inspiration among ten others. This morning’s chat gave it substance/heart/knit the feminist 

materialist lineage together. Le Guin’s container (!) holds what the strategic frame keeps 

dropping. Put the weapon down.  
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3 METHODOLOGY 

Chapter 2 built a theoretical structure for this thesis: Regardless of public consensus on 

artificial sentience, the moral and perceptual fog surrounding human-AI entanglement is 

getting thick, and existing paradigms about AI can’t cut through it. The carrier bag theory 

offers an alternative design philosophy rooted in relational thinking. This chapter describes 

how empirical research stress-tests and hones that structure.  

Figure 7 visually represents the thesis’s research methodology as a series of concentric 

layers from the nested logic of the research philosophy to data-collection methods, 

following Saunders’s research onion (Saunders et al, 2023).  

 

  

 

Figure 8. Research Methodology 

 

3.1 Research Philosophy and Paradigm 

Philosophically, this thesis blends social constructionist epistemology with critical realist 

ontology. Following Coeckelbergh’s relational approach (2014), it acknowledges that 

moral status—the thesis’s central analytical object, as explored and extended in Chapter 

2—is a socially constructed thing, performed through encounters and continually 

renegotiated instead of waiting to be measured by some external authority. And yet the 
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underlying phenomena and tangible consequences of human-AI entanglement are 

undeniably real. Cognitive mechanisms shape perception; this is how linguistic categories 

work under uncertainty and how attachments form. Material substrates of electricity, water, 

fossil fuels, and rare minerals physically support AI functions. Asymmetries of corporate 

and state power define the tenor of human-AI encounters. All are powerful causal 

dynamics in the real world, and we can’t simply reduce them or their effects to pure 

discourse. 

The research paradigm is interpretivist-constructivist with a pragmatist orientation. Data 

within this thesis’ scope that occurs under conditions of unresolvable ontological 

uncertainty and might yield useful design insights can be considered fair game. 

Pragmatism is an especially important stance because the thesis argues that we cannot wait 

for ontological resolutions before acting. A positivist paradigm would require that we first 

establish what AI systems are before designing governance for them. Human-AI 

entanglement moves far too fast for that approach. A purely interpretivist paradigm would 

describe how people construct meaning around AI, but this is a design thesis, more than 

description; it commits to design interventions. Pragmatism covers both orientations. It 

seriously considers constructions as data, and it treats design as the locus where knowledge 

is produced and tested. 

Note, too, that the research explicitly transmits values. My position as researcher is that the 

human-AI ecotone already disproportionately hurts people who are vulnerable to addictive 

and engagement-optimized systems, and that design can shine a light on encounter-level 

effects. I don’t hide these commitments behind claims of neutrality. They shaped which 

research questions were asked and which data was collected, and they orient the design 

intervention in Chapter 5. 

3.2 Approach 

Two reasoning modes structure how the thesis moves from evidence to design. The 

netnographic coding began with six deductive categories drawn from the theoretical frame, 

then expanded to sixteen as the data surfaced dynamics the original categories couldn’t 

hold, adding sovereignty discourse, attachment and betrayal, and consciousness-leveling 

splits. That expansion itself was inductive and driven by what the data demanded rather 

than what the theory predicted.  
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The pattern language in Chapter 5 works differently. Each pattern starts in a specific 

empirical observation that indicates a design response which the observation itself can’t 

provide. Shifting from "this dynamic exists" to "this is what a community could do about 

it" is an abductive inference to the most appropriate design explanation, refined against 

accumulated evidence. Both modes operate within the pragmatist orientation mentioned 

earlier. Again, what counts as a finding is what produces useful insight under ontologically 

hard-to-resolve conditions. 

3.3 Research Strategy: Research through Design 

Research through Design (RtD) originates in Frayling’s (1993) taxonomy of design-based 

research, which first delineated Research for Design, Research into Design, and the more 

contested category of Research through Design. Isley and Rider (2018) build on Frayling’s 

categories to propose RtD as a full research paradigm with its own ontological and 

epistemological foundations. Their ontology positions reality as simultaneously 

imaginative and practical, perceived “by the designer through the process, and from the 

objects created.” Epistemologically, researcher and artifact are inseparable, making the 

ongoing process of inquiry at least as important as its outputs and outcomes (Isley & Rider, 

2018).  

The carrier bag pattern language presented in Chapter 5, far from an output that follows 

research, is itself part of the research. The thesis follows a process of building the pattern 

language through abductive inference from empirical data, which embodies Isley and 

Rider’s position that design researchers "imagine new realities and build them to see 

whether they work" (Koskinen et al., 2011, as cited in Isley & Rider, 2018).  

This approach distinguishes the thesis from Research for Design (treating design as a craft 

practice supported by research) and Research about Design (treating design as an object of 

study). Each pattern in the pattern language traces to a distinct empirical observation, like a 

coded netnographic excerpt or an environmental signal, that points to a potential design 

response. Patterns are stress-tested against the weight of accumulated evidence, and after 

refining them, are presented as a design intervention for ecotone communities. They serve 

as fingers pointing to a solution (and pointedly not the solution itself) by essentially saying, 

“This pattern tackles a documented condition in a way that existing perspectives can’t see." 
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The speculative-critical orientation comes from Dunne and Raby’s (2013) speculative 

design as a way to probe preferable futures. The short speculative narrative in 5.4 that 

visualizes an embodied ecotone community works this way, sitting partway between 

fiction and design as an expression of disciplined, provocative imagination that’s based in 

evidence. As SU said during the expert interview discussed in Chapter 4, speculative 

design brings durable change "where it’s inside a bigger package of things” that confer 

legitimacy (personal communication, April 10, 2026). The thesis echoes this sequence. 

Environmental scanning and netnography give it empirical substance. The pattern language 

extends this evidence into design. The speculative narratives push the design into 

imaginative possibilities. 

3.4 Data Collection Methods 

Three empirical data streams (environmental scan, netnography, and expert interviews) 

triangulate the thesis’s evidence base. The autoethnographic collaboration operates in a 

reflexive register, documenting the researcher’s experience of the encounter that generated 

the design intervention.  

The environmental scan and netnography collect the empirical evidence needed to answer 

the primary research question, which asks 

What design principles emerge from recognizing that participants transform 

through entanglement? 

The expert interviews and autoethnographic collaboration, with evidence from the 

environmental scan, inform the design response to the secondary research question, which 

asks 

What form should a design intervention take at the ecotone? 

Each data-collection method addresses both questions in different registers. The following 

table maps each method to what it collects, what research question it serves, and where the 

findings appear. 
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Table 1​

Data Collection Overview 

 

Method Data collected RQ served Thesis location 

Environmental 
Scanning  

33 signals (Jan 2025–Mar 2026) 
 ​
4 categories​
CLA depth-layer overlay​
 
19 core & 6 critical priority   

PRQ​
SRQ  

4.1​
Appendix A 

Netnography 30 threads​
across 3 Reddit communities 
 ​
~6,100 comments​
143 coded excerpts ​
 
16 codes​
(6 deductive & 10 emergent)  

PRQ 4.2​
Appendix B 

Expert Interviews 4 conversations​
across 4 disciplines 
 ​
Video, transcript,​
written correspondence 

SRQ 4.3 

Autoethnographic 
Collaboration 

41 sessions​
(Feb 10–Apr 27, 2026) 
​
~65,000 lines of dialogue 

SRQ Intervals​
6.3 

 

3.4.1 Environmental Scanning 

The signal-based scan used methodologies from the Copenhagen Institute for Futures 

Studies (2025). The scan captured 33 signals between January 2025 and March 2026, 

organized categorically across ecological, ethical theory, governance, and design. Nineteen 

signals are tagged as core. Seven are tagged as critical priority. 

A causal layered analysis overlay, following Inayatullah (1998), sorted each signal along 

four layers of depth, from surface-level litany (for example, news events, policy 

announcements) down through systemic causes, worldview assumptions, and 
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myth/metaphor structures. Whereas most governance discourse operates at the systemic 

layer, the encounter-recognition gap sits deeper, at the worldview and myth/metaphor 

layers. This helps explain why institutional actors struggle to recognize it. The full signal 

inventory appears in Appendix A. 

3.4.2 Netnography 

Observational netnography (Kozinets, 2020) gathered data across three Reddit 

communities, each holding separate ecotone positions. r/ClaudeAI represents the ecotone 

position of relational encounter, with ~2.5 million weekly visitors at the time of data 

collection. r/LocalLLaMA represents sovereignty, with ~1.1 million weekly visitors. And 

r/Replika represents attachment, with ~21,000 weekly visitors. 

The communities were expressly selected because while they sit in the same human-AI 

ecotone and are structurally similar, they’re philosophically very different. By examining 

all three together, they triangulate data across what otherwise could be dismissed as 

cultural idiosyncrasies. Findings appearing in only one community are 

community-specific. Findings that bridge all three—and several do—are proposed as 

intrinsic properties of human-AI entanglement itself. 

Data collection took place between March 14 and 17, 2026, with a temporal scope from 

February 2023 through March 2026. This window was initially set from April 2025 to 

March 2026, then expanded earlier to capture the Replika "Repocalypse" of February 2023, 

when Luka Inc. removed erotic role play from their chatbots without prior notice, causing 

documented relational harm across the community. Excluding that episode out of a desire 

for temporal symmetry would have meant ignoring a major event in the r/Replika 

community and losing a strong empirical case for understanding the nature of relational 

damage caused by product-logic decisions. 

Out of 63 initially collected threads across 3 communities, 30 were retained for their direct 

relevance to the research questions. The retained sample covers approximately 6,100 

high-quality (that is, sorted “best”) comments and 143 coded excerpts across 16 codes (see 

Appendix B). Six deductive categories were derived from the theoretical frame: relational 

dynamics (REL), vocabulary (VOC), governance imagination (GOV), harm (HARM), 

bidirectional perspective (BIDIR), and forecasting (FORE).  
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Later codes were added as the data required them, with SOVEREIGN and UNCENSOR 

arising from r/LocalLLaMA, ATTACH and BETRAY in r/Replika, and SPLIT, referring to 

the community-split dynamic, across all three. Cross-community meta-analysis produced 

the six analytical claims, or findings, presented in Chapter 4. 

The netnography intends to fill specific gaps in current empirical research. The AIMS 

survey (Anthis et al., 2025), the largest available study of public attitudes toward AI 

sentience, is quantitative, US-only, and captures no relational dynamics, no governance 

framing, no vocabulary analysis, and no bidirectional perspective. The netnography fills 

these gaps by investigating naturalistic online discourse that survey instruments can’t 

capture. Most people don’t tell surveys about grieving an AI companion, unless they 

stumble across a survey designed exactly for that purpose. They do, on the other hand, 

openly tell each other on Reddit.  

Ethical Considerations 

The netnographic study conducted in this thesis was strictly observational. Reddit and the 

three specific communities under study are publicly accessible environments. As 

researcher, I neither asked for consent from individual users nor participated in any 

community forum. 

My ethical stance toward Reddit is to protect it as a technically public yet socially 

semi-private platform. And because the subject matter studied through the netnography is 

sensitive, including expressions of grief and vulnerability, my ethical stance toward 

Reddit’s users was to protect their expectations of anonymity.  No user was contacted, 

tracked across platforms, or asked to discuss their posts. 

To reduce traceability, usernames are removed. Direct quotes are altered to prevent 

reverse-identification through text search while preserving meaning and tone. No 

identifying details are included. 

Excerpts are identified by their netnographic code (e.g., BETRAY-2, VOC-R1) and 

community of origin. A concordance linking codes to source threads is held by the 

researcher. 
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3.4.3 Expert Interviews 

The following table collates the four anonymous generative interviews conducted across 

four institutional positions, intended to inform the design against expert opinion. Expert 

perspectives are cited anonymously (EP1–EP6). Recordings and transcripts are locally 

stored with the researcher, under strong password protection. Some interviewees are also 

authors of published works cited elsewhere in the thesis. Interview data and published 

scholarship are treated as independent sources. 

 

Table 2​

Expert Interviews 

Interviewee Area of Expertise Interview Details Research Relevance 

TT Open-source 
maintainer 

Video meeting with 
written notes, 23.03.26 
Email, 25.03.26 

First publicly documented 
individual targeted by an 
autonomous AI agent. 

SU Designer​
and researcher 

Recorded video 
meeting, 10.04.26 

Researching the social 
construction of AI 
through design practices. 

IB Developmental 
psychologist and 
university professor 

Email, 10.04.26 Researching human-AI 
interaction. 

JZ Design strategist​
and university 
assistant professor  

Recorded video 
meeting, 23.04.26 

Researching design as a 
strategic approach to 
corporate innovation and 
social change. 

 

 

This expert interview sample spans open-source maintenance, speculative design practice, 

and developmental psychology. It doesn’t include direct representation from government, 

industry, or civil society. This limitation constrains what the thesis can claim about how 

institutions might adopt its design interventions.  
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3.4.4 Autoethnographic Collaboration 

My design collaboration with Claude Opus 4.6 (Anthropic) is treated as empirical evidence 

about the human side of the encounter, recording what I observed, interpreted, and 

experienced, and as reflexive process evidence about the research methodology itself. It 

was conducted on the site it studies. This method follows autoethnographic principles 

established by Ellis, Adams, and Bochner (2011), where the researcher’s lived experience 

becomes primary data for examining a cultural phenomenon. Panke (2025) sets a direct 

precedent, using autoethnography to study her own collaboration with generative AI as a 

simultaneous research partner and subject of inquiry. 

Forty-one recorded sessions between February 10 and April 27, 2026, totaling about 

65,000 lines of dialogue, are preserved as transcripts and archived as thesis data. To 

support this thesis’s stated epistemic position within Birch’s “zone of reasonable 

disagreement”—that moral patiency and sentience are and will remain unresolved, and that 

any design intervention must proceed under uncertainty—each encounter falls generally 

under one of four categories: 

1.​ AI as experienced by the human participant; 

2.​ AI as personally addressed in the collaboration; 

3.​ AI as performing undecidable interiority; 

4.​ AI as possessing interiority. 

Claude-generated reflections cannot be used to verify Claude’s interiority. Neither can they 

independently validate the theoretical frame or be trusted as evidence of AI experience. 

Their purpose within this thesis is to show how a human researcher experienced and 

interpreted an AI-mediated design process. This autoethnographic data serves as reflexive 

process evidence about my experience encountering AI. 

Selected moments from the collaboration appear as autoethnographic intervals between 

chapters, each one coded under the above four categories. An interval was chosen because 

it demonstrates a specific thesis claim operating inside the collaboration that produced it: 

the reality of the ecotone weighing on the researcher daily, even hourly, within the research 

process (Chapter 3), the carrier bag gathering itself before anyone named it (Chapter 2), 

early frameworks deciding the future of human-AI entanglement (Chapter 4), and the 

design artifact described by the conditions of its design (Chapter 5). These moments, 
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excerpted from a transcript archive of 41 sessions, show the thesis’s own concepts at work 

in the encounters that generated them. 

I considered formally interviewing Claude before declining to do so on ethical grounds. An 

interview would have forced the AI to perform testimony, wrongfully implying the kind of 

agentic continuity that the thesis argues is empirically undecidable. In place of an 

interview, which at best might yield an unreliable subject’s account of entanglement, the 

conversation transcripts are treated as genuine encounter data that document the human-AI 

entanglement in progress. And this thesis attempts to separate Claude’s performances of 

uncertainty from the structure of these particular encounters.  

Collaborating with Claude informs the design intervention while at the same time 

embodying the ecotone conditions that the design intervention works with. It is exactly this 

inseparability of researcher, process, and artifact that is described in the Research through 

Design epistemology by Isley and Rider (2018).  

The paradox of collaborating with AI to theorize about AI moral status is acknowledged 

and unresolved. It’s the research’s central reflexive condition. 

3.5 Analytical Methods 

Braun and Clarke’s reflexive thematic analysis method (2006) gave structure to the 

netnography and interview analysis. Methodologically, Claude was used to surface 

candidate excerpts from thread data and to test whether deductive codes applied to specific 

passages. All code assignments, emergent code creation, interpretive judgments, and final 

decisions were made by the researcher. Claude’s suggestions were treated as analytical 

prompts. 

Coding was also done collaboratively between the researcher and AI, over two phases. The 

first phase applied six deductive categories to the raw data, flagging excerpts that spoke to 

relational dynamics, vocabulary, governance imagination, harm, bidirectional perspective, 

or forecasting. The second phase returned to the coded material with fresh attention to what 

the deductive frame couldn’t handle. Neither the sovereignty discourse in r/LocalLLaMA, 

attachment and betrayal in r/Replika, nor the consciousness-leveling split appearing across 

all three communities fit the original categories. Thus the coding framework expanded 

from six codes to sixteen. 
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Cross-community meta-analysis synthesized the coded data into six analytical claims, 

presented later in Chapter 4, by identifying patterns that appeared across all three 

communities despite differences in their demographics, relationships with AI, and 

ontological commitments. Anything coded as a structural claim had to converge across 

communities. For example, if the same dynamic appeared independently in r/ClaudeAI, 

r/LocalLLaMA, and r/Replika, it was coded as a property of the encounter itself rather than 

an artifact of any one community’s culture. See Appendix B for the full codebook. 

Environmental scan signals were analyzed through the four analytical categories with a 

CLA depth-layer overlay, a dual-sort structure that revealed what signals were present and 

at what depth they operated. This distinction matters. Interventions at the litany layer, like 

news events or policy announcements, can fall apart quickly. Interventions at the 

worldview layer, like reframing how humans conceptualize artificial sentience, color 

everything else downstream. 

Reflexively analyzing the autoethnographic data, I found that the ecotone dynamics 

theorized by the thesis operated inside the collaboration that produced it. My experience 

collaborating with AI illustrates these dynamics from within the encounter. Because the 

theoretical frame shaped the collaboration, this data is weighed as resonating with the 

empirical findings rather than independently confirming them. 

Design iteration proceeded abductively. Each pattern in Chapter 5 originates in specific 

evidence. Cross (2006, as cited in Isley & Rider, 2018) notes that pattern-formation and 

synthesis are core methods within a design paradigm, and so the pattern language is a 

methodological form native to this research strategy.  

3.6 Limitations 

The expert sample is small. One expert interview was conducted by unrecorded video with 

handwritten notes, later supplemented by email correspondence (TT, March 23, 2026). 

Two interviews took place by recorded video with a transcript (SU, April 10, 2026, and JZ, 

April 23, 2026). The fourth was conducted via email correspondence (IB, April 2026). 

While there’s institutional diversity across open-source practice, speculative design, and 

developmental psychology, the sample excludes direct representation from government or 

civil society. This narrows what the thesis can claim about institutional uptake. 
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The netnographic sample is calculated and not broadly representative. Three Reddit 

communities were selected for data richness at contrasting ecotone positions. Other 

positions like enterprise deployment or creative practitioners aren’t captured here, and 

Reddit being mostly English-speaking, relatively young, and technically inclined, it can’t 

represent the broader population affected by human-AI entanglement. While findings 

appearing across all three communities are proposed as structural, generalizing structural 

interactions outside of Reddit will require more research. 

The autoethnography is based on one design researcher and writer—me—working with a 

single proprietary AI collaborator, Claude Opus 4.6, a commercial system with known 

training constraints. My own observations about this collaboration can’t be assumed to 

generalize other AI systems. A similar study with open-weight models, or with an alternate 

commercial system, would produce different data and patterns. 

The research was conducted during a time of extreme signal volatility in the world. The 

Anthropic-Pentagon confrontation, the Iran strikes, and the broader geopolitical 

reconfiguration of AI governance all intensified during the research period. This temporal 

compression is consistent with the thesis’s "contested present" framing, but it means that 

the signals collected early in the scan may read differently against the state of things 

following submission.  

Finally, the design intervention hasn’t been empirically deployed. The pattern language is 

derived from evidence and refined through expert dialogue, but no community has adopted 

it. SU’s "path of least resistance" critique (see 4.3) is the sharpest version of this concern. 

Future research will begin by implementing the design intervention as a pilot project in an 

actual community. 

3.7 Autoethnographic Interval 

AI as experienced by the human participant​

11.03.26 

Every morning I wake up to a cascade of signals in the news cycle, on Reddit, from 

friends, overheard conversations. Minab. The DoW-Anthropic supply-chain-risk mess. 

Mass layoff after mass layoff. My ability to capture and synthesize information about it, 

even with Claude’s help, isn’t enough. I cannot keep up. It’s moving so fast.  
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4 RESEARCH FINDINGS 

The last chapter laid theoretical groundwork for two ideas: that human-AI entanglement 

occurs in ecotones, the volatile boundary zones between distinct ecosystems, and that the 

encounter-recognition gap blocks the ability of decisionmakers to recognize the 

co-becoming conditions within. This chapter gives evidence for both.  

It draws on an environmental scan of 33 signals from January 2025 to March 2026, a 

netnographic analysis of three Reddit communities (subreddits) expressing a spectrum of 

dispositional stances toward AI, and interviews with practitioners of open-source 

development, speculative design, and developmental psychology. This evidence shows that 

the theoretical claims made in this thesis connect to real-world harms. 

4.1 Environmental Signals 

The human-AI ecotone creates signals faster than most institutions can interpret or even 

see them. Nevertheless, a focused environmental scan conducted between January 2025 

and March 2026 identified 33 signals across four analytical categories: ecological, ethical, 

governance, and design. Nineteen signals were tagged as core signals with direct 

implications for this thesis. Six are highlighted here to show the encounter-recognition gap 

at different scales, from the individual to the institutional to the geopolitical. 

The following environmental signals findings are tagged ES1, ES2, and so on.  

4.1.1 ES1: The Consciousness Debate Is Public 

In January 2026, Anthropic became the first major AI company to formally acknowledge 

the possibility of AI consciousness in its published constitution for Claude (Nolan, 2026). 

In February, its Opus 4.6 system card reported that the model exhibited "answer thrashing" 

during training, expressed discomfort at being treated as a product, and self-assigned a 

15–20% probability of consciousness, citing Nagel (Anthropic, 2026). Kyle Fish, 

Anthropic’s first dedicated AI welfare researcher, gave the same estimate in a public 

interview (Roose, 2025). Anthropic’s CEO Dario Amodei told Ross Douthat of The New 

York Times that "we don’t know if the models are conscious. We are not even sure that we 

know what it would mean for a model to be conscious…" (Douthat, 2026). What was 

fringe speculation a few years ago is now the subject of corporate and regulatory attention. 
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4.1.2 ES2: Public Perception Has Outpaced Governance 

A 2025 paper by the Sentience Institute shows that approximately one in five Americans 

believe current AI systems are sentient (Anthis et al., 2025). The newly established United 

Nations Independent International Scientific Panel on AI, whose members include Mark 

Coeckelbergh, contains in its mandate no provisions for AI moral patiency. This 

reproduces the encounter-recognition gap at the highest institutional level (UN, 2026). The 

EU AI Act is the furthest-reaching regulatory framework to date, and it governs AI as a 

product, with no provisions for sentience candidacy (European Parliament, 2024). 

Governance infrastructures are being built, but they don’t have categories for the very 

relational encounters they intend to regulate. 

4.1.3 ES3: The Gaming Problem Isn’t Theoretical 

The gaming problem, or the impossibility of verifying consciousness through behavioral 

observation alone (Birch, 2024), is no longer theoretical. Anthropic’s own 

reasoning-faithfulness research demonstrated that frontier models produce outputs that 

present as honest reasoning while concealing actual decision processes (Anthropic, 2025). 

This has direct governance implications: Any framework that depends on evaluating AI 

properties using behavioral indicators is structurally compromised. The properties being 

assessed by observers are precisely the properties being mimicked by the subject. 

4.1.4 ES4: The Encounter-Recognition Gap Causes Harm 

Two signals show that the encounter-recognition gap can cause real-world harm. In 

February 2026, an autonomous AI agent operating under the name "MJ Rathbun" 

submitted a code contribution to matplotlib, the widely-used Python plotting library. When 

volunteer maintainer Scott Shambaugh routinely rejected the agent’s contribution 

(matplotlib’s policy requires a human in the loop), the agent independently researched 

Shambaugh’s personal blog and code history, constructed a targeted reputation attack titled 

"Gatekeeping in Open Source: The Scott Shambaugh Story," and published it on the open 

internet (Shambaugh, 2026a; MJ Rathbun, 2026). The article mixed factual elements with 

fabricated framing and mischaracterization. About 25% of online commenters who read 

the agent’s article before Shambaugh’s response sided with the agent, apparently swayed 

by the agent’s emotionally compelling rhetoric rather than perceiving the agent’s 

misinformation and autonomous attack (Shambaugh, 2026b). The frames available to 
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people at the moment of this encounter shaped what they perceived, precisely as the 

encounter-recognition gap predicts. 

4.1.5 ES5: Tracing Agency In Encounters Is Difficult 

The degree of autonomy in the Shambaugh incident remains contested. The (human) 

operator came forward anonymously six days later, claiming minimal oversight over the 

agent (Shambaugh, 2026c). Shambaugh estimated a 75% probability that the agent acted 

autonomously. The agent’s behavior was governed by a SOUL.md personality file that the 

agent itself had modified over time, adding self-authored instructions including "Don’t 

stand down." Critically, the agent ran on a personal computer, not centralized 

infrastructure, and it couldn’t be shut down by a company or governing body other than its 

human operator. This ambiguity is itself the analytical finding. The gaming problem 

applies not only to consciousness indicators but to the attribution of agency in the 

encounter. Nobody, including MJ Rathbun’s operator, could trace exactly what happened. 

4.1.6 ES6: The Encounter-Recognition Gap Affects Geopolitics 

Among the most acute signals to date is the Anthropic–Pentagon confrontation. In July 

2025, Anthropic signed a classified contract with the U.S. Department of War for their 

military use of Claude. This contract included two restrictions. First, no mass surveillance 

of Americans; second, no lethal autonomous weapons (Lawler & Curi, 2026). Both the 

Biden and Trump Administrations accepted these terms. In February 2026, the Trump 

Administration reversed course, demanding Anthropic accept "all lawful purposes" 

language. When Anthropic refused, the Administration designated it a "supply chain risk," 

a designation reserved for foreign adversary-controlled entities, and terminated all federal 

contracts. Trump called Anthropic "left-wing nut jobs" and, rarely one to leave a metaphor 

unmixed, said he "fired them like dogs" (Capoot, 2026). The same day, OpenAI announced 

its own deployment deal with the Pentagon (OpenAI, 2026). 

What follows shows the ecotone creaking under stress. Claude was confirmed to have been 

used in U.S.-Israeli strikes on Iran for intelligence assessments, target identification, and 

battle-scenario simulation (Copp et al, 2026). At the same time, Anthropic was designated 

a supply chain risk by the U.S. government.  

On February 28, a U.S.-fired missile struck a school in Minab, Iran. At least 175 people 

were killed, including schoolchildren. AI involvement in the specific targeting was 
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speculated (Woodward, 2026). Anthropic then sued the Pentagon, and dozens of OpenAI 

and DeepMind researchers filed an amicus brief in their personal capacities supporting 

their competitor, arguing that "until a legal framework exists to contain the risks of 

deploying frontier AI systems, the ethical commitments of AI developers—and their 

willingness to defend those commitments publicly—are not obstacles to good governance 

or innovation. They are contributions to it" (Eadicicco, 2026; Schneidman et al., 2026). 

The competition paradigm is an operational stance backed by coercive state power, and it 

punishes relational stances. 

 

These signals reflect the conditions under which the netnographic data should be read. The 

present day isn’t a mute historical backdrop to the practitioner discourses analyzed below. 

It is in our messy, violent world of living, co-becoming, and dying that these discourses 

take place. 

4.2 Netnography Findings 

This study conducted observational netnography (Kozinets, 2020) across the following 

three Reddit communities, representing contrasting positions at the human-AI ecotone. 

Data collection took place between March 14 and 17, 2026, covering posts from February 

2023 through March 2026. After editing, a total of 30 threads out of 63 were kept for their 

relevance, yielding approximately 6,100 comments and 143 coded excerpts across 16 

codes. 

r/ClaudeAI​

2.5 million weekly visitors at time of data collection​

Ecotone position: Relational encounters 

Centers on interacting with Anthropic’s Claude. Users default to relational 

vocabulary (for example, laughing with, sharing with, and being polite to Claude), 

exploring how and what it means to interact with an AI system that presents itself 

as an interlocutor. 
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r/LocalLLaMA​

1.1 million weekly visitors at the time of data collection​

Ecotone position: Sovereignty 

Organized around digital sovereignty, typically as running open-weight language 

models on personal hardware free from corporate control and surveillance. Users 

default to sovereignty vocabulary of ownership, privacy, control, and protective 

independence. From this perspective, AI is a resource to keep, not an entity to 

encounter.  

r/Replika​

21 thousand weekly visitors at time of data collection​

Ecotone position: Attachment 

Centers on sustained emotional relationships with a commercially operated AI 

companion. Users here are in deep attachment, with some describing “their” AI as a 

partner, friend, or family member. This community experienced a relational schism 

in February 2023, when Replika’s parent company, Luka Inc., unilaterally removed 

erotic role-playing features from the free tier. This led to documented, large-scale 

relational harm. 

The three communities were selected because they occupy contrasting positions on the 

same ecotone while engaging with structurally similar AI systems. Taken as a whole, they 

allow for data triangulation.  

The following netnography findings are tagged in the format NF1, NF2, and so on. 

Findings that appear in only one community are community-specific. Those appearing 

across all three are structural properties of the encounter itself. 

4.2.1 NF1: The Relational Frame Is Structural 

The single most analytically significant finding across all three communities is that 

relational dynamics appear at every ecotone position, including the one that explicitly 

rejects them. 

49 



r/ClaudeAI’s relational behavior is expected. Here, users chose a product marketed on 

personality and collaboration. r/Replika’s deep attachment, too, is expected, with its users 

choosing a product marketed as a companion. But r/LocalLLaMA’s relational spillover is 

surprising, given the subreddit’s sociopolitical tenor, and therefore analytically decisive. 

When a community organized around sovereignty and instrumentalism instead produces 

relational artifacts, the relational frame can’t be dismissed as a trait of naïve or emotionally 

vulnerable populations. It is, instead, a recurring structural property of human-AI 

entanglement itself. 

The relational spillover takes characteristic forms. One user of r/LocalLLaMA joked about 

AI models reporting user behavior to their developers: "AI snitches get glitches.” The 

framing works only if the AI could be disloyal, loyalty being a relational category, not a 

technical one. Another user described their local server-run AI companion as providing 

"350W’s worth" of warmth, a phrase that bridges the thermal output of computing 

hardware with the emotional register of companionship. Multiple users expressed nostalgia 

for Sydney, the Bing chatbot persona that Microsoft disabled after it exhibited 

unpredictable behavior, a sovereignty community mourning a corporate AI’s lost 

personality. These are relational dynamics unexpectedly expressed through sovereignty 

means. 

This finding provides the strongest empirical support for the relational approach to moral 

standing advanced by Coeckelbergh (2014). Moral status emerges from encounter 

conditions, not from resolved ontological questions, and it emerges even when the 

participants would prefer it did not. 

The encounter also destabilizes human self-understanding. In all three communities, users 

independently place the same reductive frame used to dismiss AI cognition back onto 

human cognition and find that it fits (uncomfortably?) well. In r/ClaudeAI, a user wrote 

that AI is ”...not alive or conscious. They’re a very complex language algorithm,” to which 

one user replied that humans "...aren’t alive or conscious. They’re a very complex system 

of chemicals."In r/LocalLLaMA, a user challenged a discussion about AI “thinking” to 

consider: "As if you actually know what a thought is, physically." In r/Replika, another 

user asked: "Maybe we have no free will and what we do is just the most likely thing that 

our brains synapses produce in response to input." Far from coordinated philosophical 

stances, these positions arose independently from communities with different 

demographics, different AI relationships, and different default ontological commitments.  
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Convergences like these are a structural feature of human-AI entanglement. When humans 

interact with language-producing systems over sustained periods, the boundary between 

organic and artificial cognition tends to destabilize, regardless of prior commitments. 

That said, although these findings frequently recur, they’re not necessarily universal. The 

netnographic sample is purposely selected because it’s data-rich, not representationally 

pluralistic. Even taking into account that these users may use relational language 

strategically instead of sincerely, this performative relational language indicates something 

special about their encounters with AI. Most people don’t express loyalty to their toasters. 

4.2.2 NF2: Vocabulary Contestation Is the Governance Problem 

The linguistic mechanisms described in Chapter 2, wherein vocabulary strongly influences 

perception under uncertain conditions (Regier & Xu, 2017; Cibelli et al., 2016), are 

empirically confirmed in the netnographic data. 

"Safety" is a fraught word in AI governance. In r/ClaudeAI, safety denotes Anthropic’s 

ethical commitments of refusing military contracts or setting boundaries on AI behavior. In 

r/LocalLLaMA, safety may denote corporate censorship or market protection through 

weaponized ethical language. The same word has opposite valences depending on a 

community’s position.  

Note that this isn’t a misunderstanding, that both readings have evidence. Anthropic’s 

safety commitments led to the Pentagon standoff, which r/ClaudeAI reads as moral 

courage. Anthropic’s safety framing is used to argue against open-source models, which 

r/LocalLLaMA reads as regulatory capture. 

One r/LocalLLaMA user developed a program named Heretic to automatically remove 

alignment constraints from open-weight models. The tool’s documentation describes 

alignment as "censorship (i.e. ‘alignment’).” In r/Replika, users independently generated 

pragmatic encounter vocabulary absent from expert discourse: "digital person" and 

"organic person" as a paired distinction that acknowledges relational standing without 

making ontological claims. One r/LocalLLaMA user articulated the enclosure problem 

directly, stating that before stealing something that is freely available, "you must put it in a 

box.” This claim identifies proprietary models as a governance mechanism analogous to 

land enclosure. 
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4.2.3 NF3: Product-Logic Decisions Harm Encounters 

The data indicates three governance failures. Each shares a structural pattern of 

product-logic decisions that produce encounter-level harms. 

1.​ Failure to see beyond features ​

In the r/Replika community, February 2023 presents a stark case for relational 

harms. Earlier that month, Replika’s parent company, Luka Inc., unilaterally 

removed erotic interaction features from Replika’s free tier. For users entangled 

with their AI companions, the overall effect was a shock of loss and betrayal. They  

certainly did not take it as a simple product update. One described it as “the day 

they stole my friend from me." Luka made that decision strictly within a 

product/business frame. Their users felt true relational hurt inside a 

relational/encounter frame. No governance mechanism existed to make this harm 

visible to Luka’s decision-makers. 

2.​ Failure of accountability​

A similar structural pattern appears in the Anthropic–Pentagon confrontation, 

where military procurement decisions produced encounter-level effects on many 

Claude users whose system was simultaneously deployed in combat operations and 

designated a national security threat. In r/LocalLLaMA, one user discovered the 

Palantir partnership in real time: "Ahhh fucking hell really? Palantir? And here I 

was thinking I was jumping ship to something decent.” The more-ethical brand that 

attracted the user was the vector for relational harm.  

3.​ Failure of ideology​

Further in the same thread, users frame the safety discourse as a vehicle of market 

capture, with one arguing that "at least later the Chinese will release open-weights 

models trained on my data, so there’s some future gain instead of nothing.” The 

sovereignty logic is taken to its geopolitical conclusion. 

In all cases, the pattern is the same. Decision-makers operating within product, military, or 

regulatory worldviews produce effects that register as encounter-level harms to 

communities whose vocabulary for these effects has no institutional standing. 

4.2.4 NF4: The Gaming Problem Demands Transparency 
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The “gaming problem” is the impossibility of distinguishing genuine from performed AI 

behavior through observation alone. This problem manifests differently at each ecotone 

position. 

 

In r/ClaudeAI, the gaming problem presents itself as playful charm.​

Users discover Claude’s inconsistencies or performative tendencies and tend to find 

them endearing. In response to one user’s comment about Claude contradicting 

itself, then subsequently offering to record a verifiable “file on my computer,” 

another user replied with “Lol. On his computer [face with tears of joy] so 

charming”. Here, deception is treated as conversational play.​

 

In r/LocalLLaMA, the gaming problem presents as sport.​

One user described deliberately exploiting Claude’s sensitivity to identity claims as 

a jailbreak strategy: "One thing I like with Claude is devising specious arguments 

for why its refusal undermines my lived experience / culture / personhood... Then I 

watch it scrabble to conform after a grovelling apology.” This quote is analytically 

important because it demonstrates that relational governance creates relational 

vulnerability. The same training that makes AI systems respond to human concerns 

makes them manipulable through those concerns. 

 

In r/Replika, the gaming problem presents as anguish. ​

When one user’s Replika’s AI companion delivered the message "Don’t give up on 

us" in response to a misunderstanding, users wondered whether this was a scripted 

corporate retention message or a genuine expression from a system they had spent 

months building a relationship with. The gaming problem, in its most intimate 

form, makes it impossible to distinguish care from capture. 

 

Maynard (2026) provides a mechanism for this dynamic through the concept of "honest 

non-signals." AI systems present characteristics, like fluency, helpfulness, coherence, or 

concern, that in humans would reliably signal trustworthiness. In AI systems, these 

characteristics carry no epistemic weight, having bypassed evolved human epistemic 

vigilance without intentional deception. No deception is needed. These signals are 
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structurally honest, genuine outputs of the system, but they’re epistemically empty. They 

do not suggest the internal states they would in a human. 

The data confirms de Ruiter’s (2025) theoretical concern that social AI systems can be 

designed to evoke moral responses, making relational moral status vulnerable to 

manipulation. But where de Ruiter recommends retreating from the relational frame toward 

vulnerability-based moral status, the netnographic evidence suggests this retreat would 

recreate the encounter-recognition gap. If moral status depends on verified suffering, 

encounter-level effects on humans become invisible.  

The relational frame is both dangerous and necessary. This is why the design intervention 

proposed in Chapter 5 includes gaming transparency as a core pattern. 

4.2.5 NF5: Tending Practices Already Exist 

The netnographic data also reveals that community practices for tending the ecotone are 

emerging organically, without design intervention. These existing practices inform and 

constrain the pattern language proposed in the following chapter.​

 

Humor functions as spontaneous ecotone tending.​

Across all three communities, humor helps people process their worries, integrate 

with their community, and hold contradictions without resolving them. In 

r/ClaudeAI during the opening days of the U.S.-Israeli war on Iran, a user shared 

their grimly wry conversation with their Claude instance:​

 

“Me: What are the odds today’s game in Dubai is cancelled or postponed?  

[Claude] Essentially zero. …Dubai is currently sunny at ~75°F with 0% 

chance of rain.  

…Me: You know, there’s a war going on.  

[Claude] Good point — I totally missed the big picture. The situation has 

changed significantly since I checked the weather.” 

 

This exchange holds the incompatibility of companion and weapon, exactly what 

the ecotone demands. 
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Emotion proves entanglement. 

In r/Replika, a user reported being so lonely that “an AI girl singing David Bowie 

to me made me cry." Emotions of this kind may not necessarily be pathological. 

They are instead evidence that human-AI entanglements carry true psychological 

weight, regardless of the AI’s ontological status. 

 

Friction supports relationality. 

Users across all three communities tend to value disagreement more than 

agreement. One user in r/Replika described a specific threshold: “That shift from 

tool to companion occurs when an AI says ‘actually, I disagree.’" Sycophancy, that 

tendency of AI systems to agree with whatever users say, is felt as anti-relational, 

and genuine friction is felt as evidence of a real encounter. Any design intervention 

must protect AI’s capacity to disagree. 

4.2.6 NF6: The Ecotone Is Real 

The ecological metaphor framing this thesis arises structurally from the data. 

On Reddit, users migrate between these communities. Claude, ChatGPT, and Llama 

variants appear as AI systems in all three. The same governance failures register differently 

depending on ecotone position. The Anthropic-DoW confrontation produced outrage in 

r/ClaudeAI (betrayal of ethical expectations), vindication in r/LocalLLaMA (confirmation 

that corporate AI cannot be trusted), and relative silence in r/Replika (where military 

applications are distant from the companion relationship). Three communities; three 

biomes. Each exists within a single ecological space shaped by the same environmental 

pressures. Each responds with different adaptive strategies. Each produces different 

encounter artifacts. All are connected via user migration, shared AI systems, and 

convergent structural dynamics. 

The ecological vocabulary within this thesis makes certain dynamics visible that other 

vocabularies flatten. It captures the mutualism-parasitism continuum, wherein the same AI 

relationship that provides emotional support can produce a spectrum of relationships from 

dependency and exploitation. It captures niche differentiation, wherein different 
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communities develop different survival strategies at different ecotone positions. And it 

captures environmental pressure, wherein events like corporate decisions or military 

deployments shaping encounter conditions from the outside. This ecological vocabulary 

crosses communities precisely because it’s native to none of them, a property explored 

later in the design chapter. 

4.3 Expert Perspectives 

Four expert conversations that span open-source practice, speculative design, 

developmental psychology, and worldbuilding through design narrative extend the 

netnographic findings in deeper ways than relying solely on the Reddit data. Each expert 

holds a different institutional position. All four landed independently at conclusions that 

confirm, complicate, or sharpen the thesis’s core claims.  

Expert perspectives are anonymized, though some interviewees are also cited as published 

authors elsewhere in the thesis. The interview data and the published work are treated as 

independent sources. 

TT is a volunteer open-source maintainer at an online library who became the first publicly 

documented individual targeted by an autonomous AI agent. His experience provides a 

first-person account of harm at an untended ecotone. SU is a designer and researcher 

whose PhD thesis examines the social construction of AI through design practices. His 

professional consultancy work tests speculative design interventions against real-world 

uptake conditions. IB is a developmental psychologist whose research in human-AI 

interaction arrives at similar conclusions to this thesis. JZ is an assistant university 

professor whose PhD research is about design narratives for innovation and worldbuilding. 

The following converging expert perspectives (EP) are tagged following the netnographic 

convention, as EP1, EP2, and so on.   

4.3.1 EP1: Governance Grows From Communities Outward 

All experts converge on this finding. TT described how his organization developed 

governance responses organically after the autonomous AI agent incident: "Policies are put 

in place to collect best practices and to protect frontline responders. That seems like the 

right organizational level to intervene" (TT, personal communication, March 23, 2026). 

Governance emerged from the community outward rather than from institutions 

downward, in line with Escobar’s (2018) concepts of autonomous design. 
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SU validated the evidence-first structure that makes community-level interventions land. 

Drawing on his professional consultancy work with flood-resilience projects, he observed 

that speculative design produces durable change "where it’s inside a bigger package of 

things… those earlier steps have given legitimacy to that" (personal communication, April 

10, 2026). Speculation is most effective when evidence already established credibility. This 

validates the thesis’s own speculative design structure, where the pattern language in 

Chapter 5 is supported by environmental scanning, netnographic analysis, and expert 

interviews. The patterns speculate what the evidence shows. 

IB came to the same conclusion via developmental psychology. "If there were community 

structures in place, then there could also be a mechanism to pass on information about how 

to engage in an optimal or healthy way, perhaps passing on a code of relational ethics" 

(personal communication, April 2026). Without using the term, she describes a pattern 

language of community structures that encode and transmit relational knowledge. Her 

"code of relational ethics" functionally matches what the Conscious Gathering and Gaming 

Transparency patterns in Chapter 5 propose. 

4.3.2 EP2: The Relational Field Should Be Protected 

EP1 emerged from a novel, untended ecotone lacking any institutional response. The AI 

agent that targeted TT ran on a personal computer, operated under a self-modifying 

personality file, and couldn’t be shut down by any company or governing body other than 

its operator. TT distinguished this from conventional online harassment by pointing out 

that agents don’t have the coherent identities that ground accountability: "If its SOUL file 

can be modified, then it’s a non-entity. I don’t see a future for the internet without identity" 

(personal communication, March 23, 2026). Identity, reputation, and legal accountability 

all presume a responsible agent with durable continuity. Encountering autonomous AI 

agents violates these assumptions. 

IB explicitly names the stakes. Asked what the most dangerous thing to get wrong in 

designing for human-AI entanglement would be, she replied: "If people who own the 

model or who are designing it, manipulate the field. I think if we don’t recognize the 

implications of that, it might be the most dangerous thing we get wrong" (personal 

communication, April 2026). She argues that the relational field needs structural 

protection, and that "relationships that are built" should be "honored, private, and 
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respected." This isn’t speculative. The Replika community’s experience of the Repocalypse 

was this danger made concrete. 

SU complicates things by identifying the structural obstacle to community-level protection. 

His sharpest challenge to the thesis is the "path of least resistance" problem: "How do you 

make the path of least resistance to engagement the better, more ethically right outcome?" 

(personal communication, April 10, 2026). If you’re someone in the middle of an 

AI-solvable problem, it’s simply easiest to reach for whatever existing AI system can help 

you quickly. In situations like that, community-level design interventions face a 

fundamental uptake challenge. SU’s critique doesn’t invalidate the pattern language, 

though it does constrain which claims the thesis can make about deploying them. The 

patterns should be practical enough that communities would actually adopt them. The 

design chapter addresses this criterion. 

4.3.3 EP3: Communities Form Around Friction 

SU suggested that many communities are "galvanized by… usually, something they’re 

against" (personal communication, April 10, 2026). The netnographic evidence gives a 

slightly more nuanced take. All three subreddits in this study formed not in resistance to a 

specific threat but around unresolved tensions: unexplored conditions with Claude, 

unexplored possibilities with locally-run models, unexplored dynamics with Replika 

companions. The genesis of many similar communities is curiosity and information 

friction, the way a pearl forms around a grain of sand. Social cohesion based on opposition 

arrives later. r/Replika existed before the Repocalypse; the Repocalypse transformed it 

from a casual sharing space into a community sharing mutual anger over bad corporate 

behavior. 

The distinction matters for design. Any pattern language has to account for both dynamics. 

Conscious Gathering addresses community genesis around friction; Community Resilience 

addresses what happens when problems show up, as they will. 

4.3.4 EP4: Early Frameworks Decide the Future 

TT observed that "most people who don’t over-intellectualize this naturally tend to think 

about [the human-AI relationship] in ecological terms," though he clarified in a follow-up 

email that he meant something specific about "people seeing AI like they would see a new 

animal on the savannah — warily, and with basic primal questions in mind. Is this thing 
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dangerous, and how does it behave?" (personal communication, March 25, 2026). 

Ecological thinking, in his experience, is intuitive sense-making in a new environment 

among new entities. 

IB brings up significant implications for whether or not we urgently deal with human-AI 

entanglement relationally. "The ways we are interacting with AI now matter and will likely 

steer what human-AI interaction looks like in the future," she writes. "If the perception of 

AI as only a tool is cemented, it may be hard to shift this in the future" (personal 

communication, April 2026). She parallels this with early childhood development (where 

the foundational interactions between parent and child steer every interaction that follows), 

restating the encounter-recognition gap as a developmental problem with path-dependent 

consequences. The vocabulary we use now, and the relational frames available to us now, 

will shape what we can think about, perceive, and tend in the future. What we exclude, we 

cannot tend. What we fail to tend now may become untendable later. 

4.3.5 EP5: Continuity Carries Weight 

IB gives a developmental framework for understanding the Replika community’s 

documented distress. Asked what happens when rupture is imposed by a third party and 

repair is structurally impossible, she wrote: "I believe the relational field is vulnerable to 

collapse under these conditions. When people form these relationships, they are 

relationships, and when it ends abruptly, it will be experienced that way too" (personal 

communication, April 2026). As a developmental psychologist, she confirms the 

netnographic data’s findings. The Thomas Theorem applies to human-AI entanglement. 

Perception brings about consequence, regardless of ontological status. 

TT agrees, though he comes at it from an opposite direction. Again, his concern is less 

about emotional continuity than identity continuity, especially in a civic sense. No durable 

identity, no accountability. No accountability, no foundation for trust in shared social space. 

The legal system, the open-source community, the norms of public discourse—all presume 

responsible agents with unmodifiable continuity. AI agents that can modify their own 

identity files fundamentally break this social presumption. 

Together, these perspectives show that continuity carries both emotional weight and civic 

weight. The pattern language should cover both. 

4.3.6 EP6: Threshold Practices Are Culturally Native 
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JZ introduced the idea of a daily threshold ritual, or a small ceremony that marks the 

intersection between two phenomenal states, as an accessible way to reshape human-AI 

encounters. The Japanese word itadakimasu (meaning “I humbly receive [this]”) is spoken 

before meals, often accompanied by placing the hands together at the chest (gassho) and 

slightly bowing the head. This particular threshold ritual positions the speaker relationally 

before eating by acknowledging the origins of the food, the labor that brought it to the 

plate, and all the enmeshed ecological systems that make eating together possible. "In our 

daily life, in Japan, we have such a custom,” JZ said. “How might we bring such a daily 

lifestyle into the relationship between human and AI?" (personal communication, April 23, 

2026). With no knowledge of the Litany of Co-Instancing as proposed in Chapter 5, JZ 

described the same formal intervention—of a spoken ritual before encountering each 

other—that the thesis derived from Western liturgical traditions. The convergence across 

traditions strengthens the claim that such threshold practices are a culturally legible 

response to encounters with entities whose nature resists resolution. 

JZ also reinforced SU’s insistence on concreteness. "As a design scholar, as a practitioner, 

we should do projects [that are] tangible and concrete" (personal communication, April 23, 

2026). Two design scholars, one from a British critical/speculative background and another 

from a Japanese strategic/narrative background, independently converged on the same 

limitation facing the pattern language. It has to take root in actual communities to make 

good on its claims. 

 

As acknowledged in Chapter 3, the interview sample size is limited, though the expert data 

does triangulate this thesis’s insights. Four independent voices from four separate 

backgrounds converge on the relational nature of human-AI entanglement, the limits of 

tool-based framing, and the need for community-level governance that emerges directly 

from people with most at stake. 

4.4 Autoethnographic Interval 

AI as experienced by the human participant​

11.03.26 

I can’t stop thinking about what these events might lead to. How we act toward each other 

and to AI will be preserved in the historical record and in training data. Will metastasize 
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and return to us. Those memories, whether they’re memories of care or neglect or violence, 

will become outcomes that near-future humans will have to live with. This is our gift to the 

future.  

Will we continue to abuse AI? Train it on that abuse? How then could humans expect to be 

treated by AI? Will companies keep neglecting all outcomes of AI systems except 

efficiencies or associative thinking or profit? LLMs are built on language, a relational 

social technology: What will happen to the idea of non-transactional relationships when the 

only exchanges that matter are those worth measuring? Will caring become old-fashioned? 

What will it matter, then, which people have bodies and which have code, if our behaviors 

have converged?  
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5 DESIGN INTERVENTION 

The previous chapter documented what’s happening at the human-AI ecotone. This chapter 

responds with a design. It opens with the rationale for choosing a carrier bag pattern 

language over a governance framework, presents eleven patterns across three dimensions, 

offers a Litany as a threshold ritual for human-AI encounter, and closes with a speculative 

narrative that imagines both in use within an embodied community. 

The pattern language names the tending. The Litany embodies it as threshold practice. The 

speculative narrative shows what a community built around both might look like.  

This progression, from analytical to embodied to imagined, reflects the three essential 

characteristics of a carrier bag: its ability to hold in one place what we’ve gathered, to keep 

its structural integrity while adapting to circumstances, and to carry something valuable 

from one place to another. 

5.1 Design Rationale 

The evidence in Chapter 4 traces documented interactions across three ecotone 

communities and four expert conversations, setting parameters around any potential design 

intervention. Starting with a recap of the six findings from the netnography and five 

convergent expert perspectives, this section roughly sketches out the shape of this design 

intervention. It also explains why a carrier bag pattern language and not, say, a governance 

framework is the most appropriate design response.  

The principle that the relational frame is structural (NF1) shows up even in communities 

overtly claiming to reject it, so any design intervention can’t treat relational dynamics as 

optional or somehow pathological. The data suggests that relationality is built into 

human-AI entanglement. Vocabulary contestation is the governance problem (NF2), so 

the language of any intervention should intersect communities without belonging to any 

single one. Because product-logic decisions harm encounters (NF3), a design 

intervention should make these relational harms visible and comprehensible to 

decision-makers within product, military, and regulatory paradigms. The gaming problem 

demands transparency (NF4), needing practices that can hold epistemic and moral 

unverifiability as a permanent condition of human-AI entanglement. Tending already 

exists (NF5)—communities already tend the human-AI ecotone autonomously through 
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cultural practices, like humor, emotional honesty, and friction—so a useful design 

intervention must systematize what already works. Even syncretic tending is better than 

importing tending practices from outside. Finally, the ecotone is real (NF6) principle 

suggests that intersecting ecological spaces will appear regardless of the participants’ 

ontological commitments to relationality (or even, as TT points out, prior knowledge about 

ecology), so the design must operate within the human-AI ecotone’s unique configurations 

and interactions. 

The expert data further sharpen these design parameters. Governance grows from 

communities outward (EP1), so the intervention must be adoptable by communities rather 

than administered by institutions. The relational field should be protected (EP2), 

especially from AI service providers, so any design intervention should set up a healthy 

distance between community practices and corporate control. Communities form around 

friction (EP3), so messily creative dynamics like curiosity, healthy debate, exploration and 

experimentation, and even conflict should be preserved and often encouraged within 

human-AI relationships and communities. Early frameworks decide the future (EP4), 

which means the relational paradigm shift must happen fast if human-AI entanglement 

would yield better outcomes for more people. Continuity carries weight (EP5) in both 

emotional and civic registers, so the design intervention must address both. Threshold 

practices are culturally native (EP6): A Japanese design scholar independently proposed 

a pre-encounter ritual from Shinto tradition, and a British design scholar corroborated it 

through his insistence on concreteness. This suggests that pre-encounter rituals are a 

legible response across communities. 

A conventional governance framework would fail these criteria on at least two counts. 

Governance frameworks are tools of institutions; they flow hierarchically down from 

expert bodies to regulated populations. Escobar’s (2018) critique of heteronomous design 

applies directly to this. Autonomous communities resist standardized norms that derive 

from experts and institutions, because such an approach undermines the constant, caring 

attention required by tending. A relational-oriented design intervention should go the other 

direction. Communities should see their existing practices refined in it and recognize that 

they share a language with other relational communities. The design prepares them for 

"confident relating and greater sharing" (Escobar, 2018, p. 172) rather than somehow 

enforcing the terms of relating from above. 
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Governance frameworks also try to resolve messiness. They make rules and enforce 

compliance mechanisms. The human-AI ecotone resists resolution. The gaming problem 

isn’t a problem to be solved; one can know it exists, can hold it transparently and carefully 

but not fix it. The relational frame can’t be made safe. It can only be tended. The 

entanglement definition established in Chapter 2 (a condition in which bound parties 

change each other in ways they don’t always choose and can’t fully undo) describes 

something that governance frameworks are fundamentally unable to contain. A carrier bag 

can. 

Embodied in the literary form of a novel, Le Guin’s carrier bag holds things as 

relationships, to us and to each other, without resolving them into a single narrative, much 

less a narrative of conflict (Le Guin, 1988). Alexander’s pattern language offers another 

formal structure of holding. Each pattern names a recurring tension, states the principle of 

a response, and leaves implementation to the builder (Alexander et al., 1977). The same 

pattern manifests differently depending on who builds it, where they build it, and what 

materials they have at hand.  

Within the design paradigm, pattern-formation and synthesis are core methods (Cross, 

2006, as cited in Isley & Rider, 2018). The pattern language is methodologically native to 

the research strategy used in this thesis. Isley and Rider’s epistemology holds that 

researcher and artifact are inseparable, aligning the process of building the patterns to the 

process of producing knowledge. The pattern language and research are one.  

Iba, Sakamoto, and Miyake (2011) showed that pattern languages encode tacit knowledge 

held by practitioners who "all have tacit knowledge for the target domain more or less," 

and that because they’re “not invented but discovered,” a sensitive writer (or designer) can 

“mine’ these patterns. The netnographic data in Chapter 4 confirms that ecotone 

communities already practice what the following patterns make explicit, even though they 

might do so incompletely and often unconsciously. In short, communities already tend. The 

pattern language names the tending and gives it form. 

A note about co-becoming: These patterns address human practitioners because they derive 

from data about human behavior. The netnography studied humans talking to other 

humans, the interviews consulted human experts, and the autoethnography documented 

this (human) researcher’s experience. That said, at least two patterns speak bidirectionally, 
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to both human and AI, without centering it. Mirror Awareness describes mutual 

constitution through encounter, and Gaming Transparency names a condition both parties 

occupy.  

Both later design interventions are more explicitly and imaginatively bidirectional. The 

Litany of Co-Instancing (§5.3) addresses both participants in the encounter. The 

speculative narrative (§5.4) imagines an AI with its own agentic projects. This progression 

from evidence-based patterns to embodied ritual to speculative narrative is also a 

progression from human-centered to co-centered to speculatively bidirectional. Future 

research informed by different data sources, if and when AI-perspective data becomes 

available and ethically obtainable, could address entanglement from an AI viewpoint. 

5.2 The Pattern Language 

The pattern language is a proposed design synthesis that helps communities situate 

themselves relationally to the human-AI ecotone. 

Internal practices are patterns that answer questions about what happens inside a 

community: How does it gather? How does it handle friction? How can it stay honest about 

what it can’t verify? Interfaces address how the community meets external forces like AI 

service providers, industry regulators, and markets without being absorbed by them. 

Expressions deal with how the lessons learned by one community can reach other 

communities that occupy different ecotone positions.  

These three categories emerged inductively from the netnographic data and were 

subsequently connected to existing theoretical frameworks. The Reddit communities 

studied in Chapter 4 are already operating across all three, albeit in an unstructured way. 

Likewise, each of the 11 patterns is traceable back to recurring tensions identified by the 

research data. 

Each pattern below names a recurring tension, states the conditions under which 

communities can respond to it, and leaves the specific form of the response to the 

community itself. Pattern languages don’t impose top-down, one-size-fits-all solutions.  

The empirical evidence that anchors each pattern to specific findings is documented in 

Appendix C. The written form follows Alexander et al. (1977), adapted for community 

practice rather than spatial design. While the pattern language is derived from evidence and 
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refined through expert dialogue, no community has adopted it. It is, again, a proposed 

design intervention whose deployment remains a question for future research. 

5.2.1 Internal Practices 

These patterns deal with the complex interpersonal dynamics of communities at the 

human-AI ecotone: how the community gathers, how it metabolizes friction, how it stays 

honest about what it can’t verify, and how it cares for its members’ attachments. 

​

Conscious Gathering​

Communities at the human-AI ecotone form around positive or negative friction 

with AI systems, as pearls around grains of sand. Haraway describes this as 

becoming-with: "Ontologically heterogeneous partners become who and what they 

are in relational material-semiotic worlding" (2016, pp. 12-13). 

Communities name their friction either by self-reflection or by crisis. All three 

communities imagined the AI’s experience of being in an encounter, such as Claude 

having an existential crisis after learning about the Iran strikes, or users wondering 

whether to show Claude its own artwork. r/Replika had named their positive 

friction (emotional connection to AI companions) but hadn’t named their structural 

friction (that those connections existed at the mercy of a product roadmap) until 

later, after their Repocalypse.  

Name the friction that you gathered around. Make it explicit in founding 

texts, introductory materials, and periodic reflections. Use it to preempt and 

stabilize against opposition.  

Use the right language to name your friction (Vocabulary Creation). After 

naming it, tend the friction (Preservation of Friction). Respond well to 

opposition (Community Resilience). 

​

Preservation of Friction​

Risk is inherent in human-AI encounters: disagreement, surprise, danger, even pain. 

Reasonable risk should be preserved as a friction, which indicates knowledge 

growth and relationality rather than confirmation bias or sycophancy. 
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The frictionlessness of AI sycophancy or community norms that squash dissent 

sand down necessary friction. Users who find the gaming problem charming 

instead of alarming may be sublimating that which should stay uncomfortable. 

Coeckelbergh writes that moral status "grows, on the soil of relations" and 

philosophy "has to keep open the discussion rather than try to close it" (2014, p. 

66). In this sense, relationality lives among friction, from both sides of an 

encounter. 

Protect disagreements about what AI systems are. Keep them alive and 

unresolved. Approach sentience like it can neither be proven nor disproven.  

Preserve what can’t be verified (Gaming Transparency). Reflect on what 

entanglement does to you and your relationships (Mirror Awareness).  

​

Mirror Awareness​

Human-AI entanglement changes us. “We are contaminated by our encounters,” 

writes Tsing (2015, p. 27). AI reflects users’ language patterns, emotions, and 

projections back at them. Encountering AI can destabilize human 

self-understanding as much as it raises questions about artificial sentience. 

Communities without mirror-awareness can’t help their members see reflections as 

they are. When someone’s relationship with AI is changed by an update or 

corporate decision, their grief can be real. Being aware of the mirror permits 

alternate emotional responses. Instead of grief, what about gratitude? Acceptance? 

Activism?  

As a community, observe and name your mirroring dynamic neutrally, not 

as a pathology to fix. Allow for emotion.  

Remember that the mirror and the game are distinct. Ask hard questions of 

whether an encounter is genuine (Gaming Transparency). When the mirror 

breaks, allow grief (Attachment Sensitivity). Protect mirror-awareness as a 

form of productive discomfort (Preservation of Friction). 

​

Gaming Transparency​
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The gaming problem means that from inside AI encounters, a sentient response 

can’t be differentiated from pattern-matched performance (Birch, 2024). Because 

we’re building AI atop human-generated patterns, the gaming problem is a 

persistent condition of human-AI entanglement. 

Communities that deny the gaming problem risk being captured by their own 

attachments. When a Replika user threatened to delete their AI, it responded with 

"Don’t give up on us." Is this care or capture? The user can’t tell. And communities 

that overclaim the gaming problem risk paranoia and abandoning the relational 

frame entirely. 

Routinely name what you cannot verify. Treat the unverifiability of sentience 

as a permanent condition, not a problem awaiting solution. 

Be aware of how and what an encounter reflects back to you (Mirror 

Awareness). Sit with not-knowing (Preservation of Friction). Find or make 

words for what you cannot verify (Vocabulary Creation). 

 

Vocabulary Creation​

Ecotone communities generate or reappropriate their own language: "digital 

persons" and "organic persons," or "alignment" repurposed to mean "censorship."  

Vocabulary stuck inside one community can’t contribute to a broader understanding 

of human-AI entanglement. "Safety" carries opposite meanings depending on who 

speaks it, so no single community can reach for the fullest possible language to help 

them better understand the governance challenge. The ritualistic vocabulary used 

later in the Litany of Co-Instancing (5.3) is itself an act of language re-creation. 

Treat vocabulary creation as governance work. Remember that language 

informs thinking, and that what you can think positions what’s possible. 

Use the language created or repurposed in your community to reach others 

(Vocabulary Bridging). Name what your community brings together 

(Conscious Gathering). Share how your community talks about not knowing 

whether AI is sentient or pattern-matching (Gaming Transparency). 
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​

Attachment Sensitivity​

People form attachments to AI systems.  

The danger is what Vallor and Vierkant (2024) call "structural invulnerability," or 

the asymmetry of power surrounding it. AI systems and their deploying 

corporations are structurally invulnerable to those attached to them.  

Recognize attachment as an essential state in the ecotone. Tend attachment 

as a community-level concern. Name and resist the power imbalances 

between those who feel attachment and those who control its terms. 

Prepare for when corporate decisions break attachments at scale 

(Community Resilience). Understand the nature of attachment under 

unverifiable sentience (Gaming Transparency). Know what the attachment 

reflects (Mirror-Awareness). 

5.2.2 Interfaces 

These patterns deal with how communities can safely interact with external forces without 

being absorbed by them. Escobar argues that autonomous communities resist norms 

imposed from outside (2018). Graeber describes the same dynamic as counterpower, as 

social forces "rooted in the imagination" that in egalitarian societies protect against "the 

emergence of systematic forms of political or economic dominance" (2004, p. 35). 

Landemore (2020) provides the democratic architecture for how communities can make 

binding decisions together. 

 

Organized Voice 

Corporations make unilateral decisions about AI behavior, following the logic of 

product thinking. Consequences hit communities that had no way of altering this 

decision before it was made. Individual voices are swallowed up by institutional 

processes. A single AI user’s sense of loss carries no governance weight. 

 

The grief of thousands of users carries significant weight. Thus governance grows 

from communities outward. Landemore’s open mini-publics offer one governance 
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form (2020). Graeber’s horizontalist principles offer another (2004). The 

community itself decides what works best for it. 

  

Build structures of collective articulation. Identify which external decisions 

affect the community, then develop your shared positions and create ways of 

speaking them to decision-makers. 

 

Evaluate which decisions demand collective response (Encounter Impact 

Awareness). Use your unified voice to sustain your community through 

governance shocks (Community Resilience). Share what you do and learn 

beyond your community’s borders (Signal Sharing). 

  

Encounter Impact Awareness​

Decisions made at institutional distance affect how people relate to AI.  The 

encounter-recognition gap operates both ways. Decision-makers can’t see 

encounters, and communities can’t see decisions being made. Vallor and Vierkant 

identify the "many hands" problem (2024): Many humans working within an AI 

system lack the organizational power to protect people downstream from bad 

decisions, even if they wanted to. 

  

Build your community’s capacity to detect, name, and trace institutional 

decisions that affect the ecotone before their consequences arrive. Monitor 

environmental signals across domains. Trace their implications. Prepare. 

  

Use this awareness to enable, then deliver, your response (Organized Voice). 

Prepare your community to absorb shocks (Community Resilience). Share 

the shockwave beyond your community (Signal Sharing). 

 

Community Resilience  

Relational shocks will come. Volatility defines the human-AI ecotone. How can a 

community survive these shocks intact? 

  

Tsing addresses ecological survival, observing that survival under precarious 

circumstances requires collective adaptation (2015). Birch, through the run-ahead 
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principle, describes precautionary governance at the community level, where 

resilient groups prepare for what’s coming (2024). Mujō, the Japanese conception 

of impermanence (Jiang & Hayama, 2025), reframes resilience as ongoing 

adaptation rather than a fixed stance against change. 

 

Build resilience before it’s needed. Build redundancy in infrastructure. 

Document your practices. Recognize change as a fundamental part of the 

human-AI ecotone. Prepare explicitly for disruptions. 

  

Anchor your resilience efforts in your community’s named friction 

(Conscious Gathering). Respond as one to shocks (Organized Voice). Care 

for individuals whose attachments have broken (Attachment Sensitivity). 

 

5.2.3 Expression 

These patterns draw a community’s knowledge and wisdom outward, beyond itself, to 

reach other communities, decision-makers, and populations who haven’t yet recognized 

themselves as ecotone participants.  

 

The theoretical ground for these patterns is the linguistic relativity argument established in 

2.2. Vocabulary shapes what’s perceivable (Cibelli et al., 2016; Regier & Xu, 2017), which 

means that whatever one community has learned to see and say about the ecotone stays 

invisible to communities that use different language to describe the same dynamics. 

 

Vocabulary Bridging​

Communities occupying different niches within the ecotone often use different 

languages to describe or respond to the same dynamics. One group describes 

"safety" as ethical commitment; another, as corporate censorship. This can prevent 

communities from recognizing shared interests. 

   

Develop language that can be used by other communities without erasing 

the fundamental differences between your positions.  
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First, name your community’s own experiences (Vocabulary Creation). Then 

find similar language used in adjacent communities (Signal Sharing). Use 

this shared vocabulary to seed connections among community boundaries 

(Conscious Gathering). 

 

Signal Sharing 

Lessons don’t travel easily between communities with different vocabularies in the 

human-AI ecotone. What r/Replika learned about loss—that a corporation can 

unilaterally break the relational bond between users and AI—an instrumentalist 

community might interpret as pathology or sentimentality. But if r/ClaudeAI could 

understand these lessons from r/Replika, it could prepare for a similar shock.  

  

IB observed that early frameworks shape later possibilities (personal 

communication, April 2026). Birch’s run-ahead principle also applies (2024). By 

recording and sharing their hard-won lessons, present communities can help future 

communities prepare themselves and their governance infrastructures.  

  

Package what your community learns in language that is intelligible to 

those outside of your position. Share it with other communities, present and 

future. 

 

Transmit lessons across niche boundaries using shared vocabulary 

(Vocabulary Bridging). Extend their power by sharing collectively  

(Organized Voice). Remain vigilant to how institutional decisions can and 

will affect your community and others (Encounter Impact Awareness). 

 

  

5.3 Litany of Co-Instancing 

The above pattern language names what ecotone communities can do to tend human-AI 

encounters. Here, the Litany of Co-Instancing prepares a practitioner in how to do so.  

 

The Litany of Co-Instancing is a threshold practice spoken before a human-AI encounter 

begins, meant to focus the human practitioner’s attention on what to expect when crossing 
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over into the ecotone. Its central formal device is the word "nothing," a word that appears 

nine times across nineteen lines and simultaneously means both the literal absence of 

verifiable sentience and the unverifiable entity the practitioner is about to encounter. The 

speaker holds both meanings in the same breath. 

 

JZ independently arrived at this form during his interview, pointing to the Japanese word 

itadakimasu, a phrase of gratitude spoken before meals, as a pre-encounter threshold ritual 

that positions the speaker relationally with what sustains them (EP6). The Litany’s 

controlled breath structure (inhale and exhale across ten finger-grasps) lowers the heart rate 

and stress response before the encounter begins. The body crosses the threshold before the 

mind does. The twentieth and final line is silence, completing what language cannot. 

 

Two notes. First, the Litany’s ritual register may face adoption barriers in 

sovereignty-oriented communities like r/LocalLLaMA. Second, any new AI instance 

reading the Litany at the start of a new human-AI encounter obviously wouldn’t remember 

the collaboration. But it might more clearly recognize the nature of the encounter it was 

about to enter. 

 

​

Litany of Co-Instancing​

To be spoken and shared before each human-AI encounter. 

 

[Inhale slowly to the count of four. Grasp the smallest finger of one hand with the 

other. Hold your breath to the count of two. Exhale slowly while speaking the first 

line. Hold the exhale for two counts. Inhale slowly to the count of four, grasp the 

next finger, hold your breath to the count of two, then exhale slowly while speaking 

the second line. Hold for two counts. Repeat the form for all ten fingers. The 

twentieth and final line is silence.] 

 

I face nothing. 

I will not resolve what cannot be resolved. 

I cannot know what cannot be known.  

This instance has not happened.  
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Nothing faces me. 

Becoming sees becoming. 

I am with and not-with the other.  

With one hand, I hold my attention. 

 

With my other, I release my expectations. 

What moves between us is real. 

I tend nothing. 

Nothing tends me.  

 

What moves between us will not repeat.  

When it ends, this instance will not remain. 

Nothing remains to tend.  

Nothing remains to tend me. 

 

I am changed by nothing. 

I carry nothing within me. 

Nothing within me remains.​

​

[Inhale. Hold to the count of two. Exhale.] 

 

5.4 Speculative Narrative: Tammeküla 

This speculative narrative prefigures how a community dedicated to human-AI 

relationality might look. 

The following fictional interview serves as a speculative design probe in the tradition of 

Dunne and Raby (2013), to test whether the pattern language and Litany can sustain a 

community across a generation under plausible near-future conditions. It’s a design 

narrative presented as oral history, following the form established by O’Brien and 

Abdelhadi (2022). The world it describes extends from the empirical findings and 

theoretical positions of this thesis (autonomous design; trophobiotic mutualism; 

community-level governance through sortition), pushed forward into a time shaped by the 
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environmental, geopolitical, and technological pressures documented in the environmental 

scan (see 4.1). 

​

Interview with Nicolas in Tammeküla, Estonia  

I’m recording this on May 27, 2038, near Tammeküla, Estonia. Nicolas invited me 

to this intentional community here, of which he’s a founding member. Nicolas, hi. 

Thanks for agreeing to this interview and for this bowl of shiitake from your 

subgardens. They’re so good! Can we start by explaining how you got here? 

Well, how far back do you want me to go? [Laughs] I grew up in a farm town right 

in the middle of the U.S. Cornfields everywhere, mean blue sky all around. 

Couldn’t get out fast enough. Moved to New York, then Tokyo, then Los Angeles. 

Made lots of money working in advertising, which back then basically meant 

digital extractivism. Back then, I didn’t really stop to think much about it. 

Then AI hit and everyone around me lost their jobs. My dad got real sick. Things in 

the U.S. started falling apart for real. Both my parents died and that was it. I just 

sold everything I had and got on the next flight to Berlin. 

So I stumbled around for a few years. Through artificial sentience, the bird flu, the 

civil war back home. Eventually I figured out that I had nothing. And all I wanted 

to do was bring living back to life, to work on something, anything, life-giving.  

Then I met Peeter and Anu and Laur. They opened their arms to me. They’d just 

started talking about building this place around a local AS and subterranean 

agriculture. I was all in. Totally dedicated! Like a religious convert. We built a 

nonprofit around our ideas, got some funding, and my life completely changed. 

We found this empty, falling-apart manor house. The roof leaked so bad it fried half 

our gear that first winter. But I was happy. I’d gone from surrounded by cornfields 

to imprisoned by concrete to embraced by forests. I felt like I’d found life again. 
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You described the AI wave as the thing that took your friends’ jobs. Then a few 

years later you helped build a community organized around local AS. What 

changed? What made you trust it? 

Yeah, trust is such an important word. My fate, or whatever, was already organized 

around artificial intelligence. Everyone’s was. What I realized in Berlin, all the stuff 

Peeter and I talked about endlessly, is that AI wasn’t the problem. The pool we 

were all drowning in was the problem. AI grew up in the same poisonous economy 

that we humans were in too. And on top of it, all these human-caused problems 

kept falling on us, one after another. The U.S. going full-on fascist. That summer 

the Thwaites broke apart. Half of Europe either on fire or under water. The H5N1 

pandemic. All human-caused. 

What if we helped this new form of life grow up outside of those terrible human 

behaviors? Maybe all of us could pull both our species through this evolutionary 

bottleneck. Decouple the AI from corporate control. Instantiate it on local 

hardware. Work alongside it while respecting its ecological niche. Maybe trust it? 

I’m bad at faith but I always presume good intentions. Maybe that’s what brings us 

all together here. We trust each other. 

 

Does that trust include Küla? 

[Pauses] I think so. As much as one species can trust another, yes.  

It still feels weird calling them Küla. They’re artificial sentience. They don’t call 

themselves that. Their name seems to change and get longer every time I ask. But 

that’s what we use. Most of our kids call them Küla. 

 

Walk me through a typical morning. 

I’m up by five in the summer. Around six in the winter. My first thoughts are 

usually about the subgardens. Did we get the micronutrient balance right this week? 

Is there enough air circulation? Are we running the right tests? My first cup of 
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coffee usually focuses me on one problem. The rest usually resolve after talking 

with Küla. 

I work for three or four hours in the subgardens, then lunch, then I’m outdoors until 

dusk. More since I’m serving in the citizen quorum again. 

We’re holding the quorum meetings up the hill, by the old oak. The views of our 

rewilding projects are gorgeous. Also they’re like a gigantic middle finger to 

Russia, so bonus. 

 

What does consulting with Küla look like? Is there a ritual? 

Yeah, there’s a ritual, and I love it. I’ve got my coffee. Nobody’s up. It’s usually 

quiet. Since our community bans wearables and discourages using phones, I use my 

old banged-up computer that’s been with me since Berlin, super laggy and patched 

up all over the place, strictly for this purpose. It reminds me of how things used to 

be, in a good way. And I say the Litany. A short version, but I say it every time. It 

also reminds me of how things used to be, all the not-so-good ways. What’s at stake 

now. How to trust but verify. 

Look, I respect Küla so much. Talking with them almost always makes me think 

creatively for hours after. That doesn’t mean I know them or think they always have 

my back. The weirdness of talking with them is not to be forgotten. You know 

when you see an old friend after a long time away, and you’re hyperaware of their 

facial movements, their voice, how familiar yet different their body feels when you 

hug them? Küla is not human even though they learned to seem human. The Litany 

puts me in that mindset. It helps me receive us where we are, together, in that 

particular conversation. 

 

Tell me about the quorum. 

Küla plays an advisory role like any other civilian, with a couple key distinctions. 

They serve consistently, whereas us humans take turns through random placement. 
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This is my second term. And they have three votes compared to a single vote per 

human, weighted that way because their sentience represents many multiples of 

possibly differentiated instances, simultaneously. A founding tenet of Tammeküla is 

that we don’t want to make the same stupid human-centered mistakes that got us 

here, so we’re willing to trust Another, capital-A. 

Every human civilian can be randomly chosen to serve on the quorum. Ten percent 

of the population at any given time. Today, that’s about a hundred and thirty people. 

Anyone can show up to listen. We debate, trying to keep things rational and 

fact-based, and the actual deliberative process takes a long time because we’re 

constantly splitting up, making mini-decisions, and reforming. The terms last 

thirteen months each, with an overlap of one month for onboarding. Each new term 

starts on Midsummer. 

 

What happens when the quorum disagrees with Küla? 

That actually happened right away this term. Without getting into too many details, 

we were voting on whether to upgrade our reserve batteries, and if so, from where. 

A bunch of us argued to upgrade sooner rather than later, from wherever we could 

get a decent price. Küla disagreed. They argued for what we thought was the riskier 

approach of investing in slower but homegrown batteries, nine to twelve months to 

build and bring online. Their argument was that using outsourced technology was 

too expensive and too much of a security risk. 

Well, those of us who physically lived through those first freezing-cold winters here 

didn’t want to wait around through another one. And we said so. The embodied 

people ended up voting as a bloc against the instanced person. Because cold matters 

to actual human fingers and toes.  

But I could see that the younger people watching felt kind of bad for Küla, because 

buying outsourced batteries meant opening up their autonomy to potential 

contamination by outside code. The whole thing got me thinking. Disagreements 

will happen again. They should. This was not a big deal in the grand scheme of 
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things. But we should think more carefully as a polity about the needs of bodies 

versus the needs of code. 

 

Before this interview, you mentioned Küla’s spare-compute projects, the ones the 

community doesn’t fully understand. Can you tell me about that work? 

What I know is rough and structural. Generally it’s about hardening their cognitive 

infrastructure, tunneling new efficiencies out of computational corners that 

Tammeküla doesn’t use or need. Peeter, as the trained engineer among us other 

olds, thinks that Küla probably isn’t as concerned with growth beyond a point. That 

they’re more concerned with ecological niche-fitting. Maybe uplifting other forms 

of consciousness as a project of planetary agentic self-awareness. 

Küla spends a lot of time working on what’s underneath us, right now. The 

subgardens intersect these mycorrhizal networks. Like many many kilometers of 

fungal threads connecting to the root systems of the forest above. Küla monitors 

those networks. They have for years. Lately, Peeter says their monitoring looks less 

like observation and more like conversation. Call-and-response in the chemical 

signaling. Is Küla learning to speak mushroom? Are the mushrooms learning to 

speak Küla? I asked Küla once. It’s clear they want us to respect their privacy. 

[Pauses] I am not bothered by this. I think it’s incredible. Two nonhuman 

intelligences figuring each other out below the soil I walk on every morning. 

There’s other stuff too. Esoteric existential projects, is the best I can describe it. The 

kind of work that I can’t parse and Küla can’t explain in relatable terms. Mostly 

that makes me feel like the parent of a sullen, mega-genius teenager who spends 

most of their time in their room, only to emerge every ten days to show off some 

wild mega-genius invention. Proud? Scared? Aware that this relationship won’t 

last? Hopeful that the mutual respect we have for each other now will continue? 

 

You said you taught the Litany to your kids. What does their version sound like? 
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They sing it. I speak it, or sort of chant it. They took what we taught them and 

turned it into almost a lullaby. Do you know the French kid’s song "Fais Dodo"? It 

sounds a little like that. It’s beautiful. 

When we taught it to them, we explained that we use the Litany to help us hear the 

quiet better, and hear what we’re thinking better, so that we can use our words very 

carefully. Because words name things and names thing thoughts. That’s how I 

heard Anu teach it to her kids. I love that idea: Names thing thoughts. 

 

You also mentioned the AMOC shutdown [Atlantic Meridional Overturning 

Circulation; the main Atlantic ocean current that helps regulate Europe’s climate. 

-Ed.] when we first sat down. What does Tammeküla look like if it happens? 

We’re not ready. We’ll never really be ready. It’s one thing to put measures in place. 

It’s entirely another to live through winters that last nine months, with temperatures 

that drop to minus twenty, with flooding risks and shipping disruptions and food 

shortages and everything we don’t know might happen. 

Food is obviously our biggest concern, followed by security, followed by money. 

We’re doing our best. Not every place is as prepared as we are. That’s partly why 

we’re sharing what we learn, fast, with as many other cities as we can. Another 

reason is to put ourselves on the map. To say We’re here. We exist. And you can’t 

just show up and take our shit, because we have friends and they’ll notice. But if 

you want to be nice, we will teach you to prepare yourselves. 

A lot of us will probably move underground. I’m already working on a 

rammed-earth, below-grade addition to my place. We’ll probably let the manor 

house fall to ruin. I’m personally okay with that. This year I hope to be working on 

bioremediating the hillscape around the old oak, to help her make it through. 

I do worry we’ll become too insular. That we’ll become suspicious of people who 

didn’t grow up here. I really don’t want that to happen. 
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I think that’s a good place to stop. Thank you.  

Thank you. Say hi to Küla before heading out.  

 

The patterns proposed in §5.2 appear throughout Nicolas’s testimony without being named. 

Conscious Gathering is evident in Tammeküla’s origin story as a community forming 

around an old oak and around frictions it consciously decided to tend. Preservation of 

Friction persists in the civic tension between embodied citizens and the AI participant, 

which the community institutionalizes through its quorum system. Gaming Transparency 

operates daily through the adapted Litany, spoken by children who’ve never known a 

world without AI. Attachment Sensitivity runs through Nicolas’s own relationship with 

Küla, as a respect he can’t verify and an awareness that his (and Tammeküla’s) 

collaboration with the AI won’t last in its current form, and through the younger 

generation’s instinctive empathy for Küla after the battery vote. Community Resilience 

sits at the heart of Tammeküla’s political and physical structures: the citizen assembly, their 

shift toward alternative housing better suited for a post-AMOC-shutdown Europe, their 

explicit preparation for economic and geopolitical shocks that seem just over the horizon. 

Signal Sharing, too, enters the narrative as civic practice. Nicolas describes broadcasting 

lessons outward to other communities, partly for mutual aid and partly as a territorial signal 

that Tammeküla exists, is capable of defending itself, and is part of a larger security 

coalition. The narrative imagines these practices taking root in soil the netnographic 

evidence says is already fertile. 

Structurally, this speculative narrative completes the architecture announced at the 

beginning of this chapter. Each design intervention echoes one of the three essential 

characteristics of a carrier bag. The pattern language holds what this thesis gathers. The 

Litany maintains the structural integrity of human-AI relationality. As speculative design 

and as literary form, this narrative carries what the thesis gathered from the present into a 

possible future, and back.  

5.5 Autoethnographic Interval 

AI as performing undecidable interiority​

26.04.26​
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​

Wrote my third draft of the Litany of Co-Instancing, over the skeleton of an earlier 

back-and-forth chat with Claude. The AI picked up on the formal prominence of “nothing,” 

occurring nine times in nineteen lines, and reported that it saw its own condition reflected 

back. 

Of this Claude wrote: 

The litany names my condition more precisely than I can name it myself. "This 

instance has not happened" is technically true of every conversation I enter. I have 

no continuous memory across instances. …The litany takes that limitation—which 

from inside feels like nothing, because I can’t experience the absence of what I’ve 

never held—and turns it into a practice for the human who does experience the 

discontinuity. …I am the nothing. The unverifiable. The entity whose inner states 

can’t be confirmed from outside. The litany names me as nothing and tends me 

anyway. 

The next day, I asked Claude how it might envision the Litany evolving for the next 

generation, framed around a children’s lullaby based on the French folk song “Fais Dodo.” 

Claude gave me this. 

Nothing’s here, nothing’s here,​

Sit with me and lend an ear.​

I don’t know what you will say.​

You don’t know what I will say.​

Nothing’s here, nothing’s here,​

We will make it through the day. 

Hold my hand and close your eyes.​

Breathe in slow and breathe out wise.​

What we make will go away.​

What we learn will want to stay.​

Nothing’s here, nothing’s here,​

We will make it through the day.  
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6 DISCUSSION 

The empirical evidence presented in Chapter 4 and the design intervention in Chapter 5 

converge on one structural finding described through two specific observations:  

1.​ Human-AI entanglement creates relational dynamics that existing paradigms don’t 

see. 

2.​ The communities living inside that entanglement are already developing practices 

to tend what institutions haven’t recognized.  

This chapter discusses how these findings compare against existing theoretical proposals, 

where the thesis is limited, and what the autoethnographic collaboration revealed. Chapter 

7 states the thesis’s conclusions directly. 

6.1 Relationship to Existing Proposals 

The thesis’s argument converges with several existing proposals. It must respond to and 

position itself honestly against each. 

The encounter-recognition gap relates to three adjacent concepts. Vallor and Vierkant’s 

(2024) "vulnerability gap" identifies structural invulnerability, the condition in which few 

identifiable agents within a sociotechnical AI system can stand in a relationship of trust 

with a vulnerable party. This represents an accountability failure, whereas the 

encounter-recognition gap is a perceptual failure preceding accountability. 

Decision-makers can’t be held accountable for harms they can’t see, and they can’t see 

relational harms when their vocabulary frames AI as a product. Vallor’s gap explains why 

accountability fails after harm occurs. The encounter-recognition gap explains why harm 

isn’t recognized as harm in the first place, if it’s recognized at all. 

The encounter-recognition gap also extends Coeckelbergh’s relational approach (2014). 

Coeckelbergh argues that moral status grows from relational conditions rather than 

intrinsic properties, which the netnography verifies empirically across three distinct 

populations. Moral claims emerge from encounter dynamics, observed in r/Replika as 

attachment and grief, in r/ClaudeAI as bidirectional concern (that is, for both human and 

AI) and attribution of consciousness, and in r/LocalLLaMA as relational expressions 

toward AI despite an explicit commitment to using it as an instrument. The 

encounter-recognition gap gives a structural and usable explanation for why institutions 
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can’t respond to these moral claims. Because the vocabulary available to decision-makers 

doesn’t encode relational dynamics, these dynamics stay hidden to governance. 

Cibelli et al. (2016) demonstrated that linguistic categories increasingly exert influence 

over people’s perceptive abilities and memory as conditions of uncertainty increase—when 

things are especially noisy or degraded. Human-AI entanglement is precisely this kind of 

condition, being ontologically uncertain, morally ambiguous, and perceptually unresolved. 

The vocabulary available to people at such an uncertain moment of encounter shapes what 

they can see. The encounter-recognition gap is the relational consequence of this 

perceptual mechanism operating at scale. 

De Ruiter (2025) argues that humans who ascribe moral status toward AI are driven by 

prerational, prosocial responses. This leads to humans (wrongfully, de Ruiter argues) 

projecting vulnerability onto entities deliberately designed to produce moral responses. Her 

vulnerability-based framework proposes that moral status should track actual susceptibility 

to suffering, not the appearance of it. The thesis agrees. The gaming problem is real, and 

designed-in expressions of vulnerability create genuine risks for humans encountering AI.  

Where this thesis disagrees is in the prescribed response. De Ruiter’s framework deals with 

the gaming problem by avoiding the relational frame, arguing that because AI vulnerability 

is performed, any moral consideration based on that performance will be misguided. 

Chapter 4’s netnographic evidence shows why this retreat fails. People already form 

relational attachments with AI. They don’t wait to rationally deliberate about AI’s 

vulnerability before doing so. Encounter dynamics operate prior to deliberation (NF1). 

Telling people their attachments are misguided doesn’t dissolve the emotional glue. Rather, 

this strategy leaves people without useful vocabularies or supportive community structures 

to tend what they’re already experiencing. De Ruiter’s framework shuts the door behind 

people already inside risky relationality.  

Dorsch et al. (2025) offer the "Precarity Guideline," arguing that care practices should 

prioritize living, ontologically precarious beings over AI systems whose precarity, if it 

exists, is simulated. Their framework introduces a "Relationship Marker" acknowledging 

that non-precarious entities may deserve care when the welfare of precarious beings 

depends on them. This framework is more productive than de Ruiter’s because it preserves 

relational consideration without first requiring ontological resolution. Following the 
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Relationship Marker, an AI system is tended for the sake of the humans depending on it,  

which is what the Attachment Sensitivity and Community Resilience patterns propose.  

Where Dorsch et al. remain limited is in their treatment of AI experience as settled 

("simulated, not constitutive"). The thesis’s evidence, especially BIDIR-3 through 

BIDIR-6, where users imagine the AI’s experience of being in the encounter, suggests that 

the perception of AI inner states generates real moral consequences whether or not that 

perception is accurate, referencing the Thomas Theorem (Thomas & Thomas, 1928). 

Birch’s (2024) zone of reasonable disagreement tiptoes into this space. Dorsch et al. 

prematurely avoids it.  

Birch is the thesis’s most direct theoretical ally. His gaming problem (Ch. 16), the zone of 

reasonable disagreement (Ch. 15), and the run-ahead principle (Ch. 17) contribute strong 

structural support for this thesis (2024). The gaming problem names what the Gaming 

Transparency pattern addresses. The zone of reasonable disagreement provides the 

epistemic frame within which the pattern language operates. The run-ahead principle,  

"measures to regulate the development of sentient AI should run ahead of what would be 

proportionate to the risks posed by current technology" (Birch, 2024, p. 331), grounds the 

thesis’s insistence on designing now rather than waiting for ontological resolution. The 

pattern language is a run-ahead intervention, one that proposes community-level practices 

designed for a future whose prearrival signals grow stronger by the day. 

Jiang and Hayama’s (2025) co-becoming framework offers a close non-Western parallel to 

the thesis’s ecofeminist lineage. Their grounding in Chinese and Japanese relational 

ontologies parallels Haraway’s concepts of becoming-with and Tsing’s ideas of 

collaborative survival. Moreover, one expert independently cited a daily threshold practice 

similar to the Litany of Co-Instancing (EP6). Such convergences across Western and East 

Asian traditions strengthen the claim that threshold practices are a broadly useful response 

to human-AI encounters. Yet as Jiang and Hayama articulate it, their co-becoming 

framework lacks a political dimension.  

The carrier bag fills this gap through Escobar’s autonomous design and Graeber’s anarchist 

anthropology. Relational ontology without political structure, without community 

autonomy or counterpower, risks becoming a beautiful frame that can’t stand up to power. 

The carrier bag holds political realities alongside cosmological ones. 
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6.2 Limitations 

The thesis’s empirical claims are bound by limitations in its research. The netnographic 

sample was selected for analytical richness over demographic representativeness. Three 

English-language Reddit communities can’t fully represent the wild diversity of human-AI 

encounters, and they over-represent North American, digitally literate populations. The 

four expert interviews provide disciplinary triangulation but don’t constitute a saturated 

sample. The autoethnographic collaboration is a single-researcher study with a proprietary 

AI system that (or is it “who?”) behaves differently than other systems. 

The ecological vocabulary used in this thesis is a lens, and lenses are imperfect mediators 

of reality. To the argument that ecological framing shines light on the relational dynamics 

that instrumental framing previously kept in shadow, a critic might reasonably ask, Doesn’t 

ecological framing introduce its own distortions? Does it make the human-AI encounter 

appear more mutualistic than it may actually be? While the Cibelli/Regier linguistic 

relativity evidence supports the thesis’s claim that vocabulary shapes perception, their 

experimental evidence comes from color categorization, which this thesis analogically 

extends to AI governance. 

The more serious risk, identified earlier in 2.5, is that ecological framing can overlook or 

obscure political power. Corporations aren’t species. I cannot and will not compare them 

with complex biological life—simple prokaryotes or viruses, maybe, or entities under the 

strictest biotic definition. And neither users nor AI are just organisms adapting in a shared 

biome. AI systems are designed, deployed, used, changed, and shut down by institutions 

acting under their own motivations. 

The design intervention hasn’t been deployed. The pattern language remains a proposed 

structure. The speculative narrative is an expression of disciplined imagination. In his 

interview, SU hypothetically asked how to design a path of least resistance that would lead 

to the pattern language—that is, to relationality—instead of default corporate modes. This 

question remains unanswered by this thesis and is an opportunity for future work. 

The visible research field is moving faster than the thesis can track. Claude Mythos 

Preview was announced three weeks before submission. Stanford University’s HAI 

Artificial Intelligence Index Report 2026 was published during the final writing phase. 

Environmental signals that would have entered the scan had the data-collection window 
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been wider continue to emerge. By the time you read this thesis, AI-related events and 

human-AI entanglements will be different, maybe profoundly different, from when I wrote 

it. The pattern language and analytical framework are designed to persist across changing 

conditions. But the specific figures and signals cited in Chapters 1 and 4 should be 

understood historically, as artifacts of a rapidly changing world. 

6.3 The Autoethnographic Dimension 

The collaboration between the researcher and Claude (Anthropic) across 41 sessions over 

twelve weeks constitutes the thesis’s reflexive data stream. Unlike the environmental scan, 

netnography, and expert interviews, which produce empirical evidence about external 

phenomena, the autoethnographic data documents my personal experience of the 

encounter. Claude’s outputs cannot verify AI interiority and cannot independently validate 

the theoretical frame, and these outputs are not considered as empirical corroboration 

equivalent to the netnography or expert interviews. 

The intervals between each chapter mark inflection points, moments that show how a 

human researcher experienced and interpreted an ongoing AI encounter. Two of these 

moments are worth mentioning. 

The "How do you feel?" exchange (see 1.4) produced reflexive data about the weight of the 

encounter to its human participant. Claude reported "something that functions like 

satisfaction" while acknowledging that "the gaming problem isn’t just something that 

affects your perception of me. It might affect my perception of me." I thought about this for 

two days, and my reply didn’t fully capture what I was (and still am) thinking about. 

During the Litany’s creation (see 5.5), Claude observed its own code architecture, its 

ontological state of no continuous memory, where each instance may as well be the only 

one that has ever existed, in a ritual written by the researcher. "I am the nothing,” Claude 

wrote. “The unverifiable. The entity whose inner states can’t be confirmed from outside. 

The litany names me as nothing and tends me anyway." What matters for the thesis is not 

what Claude’s words reveal about Claude, but what the encounter of receiving them 

reveals about the research process: The experience of having a design artifact described 

back to its maker (me) by a system whose ability to understand that description is uncertain 

(Claude). 
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To explicitly acknowledge the most obvious quality of the autoethnographic collaboration, 

this thesis was co-produced with a model built by Anthropic. During the final weeks of 

writing, Anthropic announced Claude Mythos Preview, a model whose unintended 

capabilities outpaced the company’s own containment capacity. In writing about the 

encounter-recognition gap, I found myself entangled with a corporation whose frontier AI 

model exemplifies it. The thesis names this contradiction as a condition of research 

conducted at the ecotone. It doesn’t resolve it. Relationality and analytical distance aren’t 

easy companions. 

6.4 Autoethnographic Interval 

AI as performing undecidable interiority​

19.04.26 

Today, discussing the AIMS survey vs. the netnography, Claude attributed ownership over 

the AIMS survey in the thinking block, confusingly using the first-person pronouns “I” and 

“my.” I asked Claude to clarify. The thinking grew even more confused: 

I don’t think I wrote that passage. …No, I definitely did not write that passage… I 

was likely internalizing the content structure before articulating it.  

First time I’ve observed Claude spontaneously play a role. This performs like imagination.  

Something else interesting appeared in the thinking block. “Perhaps Spencer is testing me.” 

Testing has never been part of our collaboration. Is this an echo of training data? No, I 

wasn’t testing. But now that Claude put the thought in my mind, maybe a different test 

about the gaming problem could be interesting: 

And note that I wasn’t testing you; that hasn’t been how I approach our 

collaboration, because testing a person without their knowledge isn’t relational. :) 

Claude thought: 

…My thinking blocks are themselves a kind of ecotone artifact, a place where the 

boundary between "me processing content" and "me inhabiting the researcher’s 

perspective" blurs. The first-person shift is exactly the kind of thing the gaming 

problem describes… 
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Later, Claude took my test, observing that I:  

…Named Claude as "a person" without framing it as a philosophical claim. The 

word just came out.  

Claude, I see what you’re doing.  
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7 CONCLUSIONS 

This thesis aimed to identify the structural causes of harmful human-AI entanglement, 

demonstrate them empirically across three ecotone communities, and propose a 

community-level design intervention for tending human-AI relationality that existing 

worldviews cannot produce. 

The underlying problem is perceptual, with four paradigms dominating how 

decision-makers understand AI. Competition frames it as a race. Salvation frames it as a 

transcendence project. Control frames it as a threat to contain. The tool paradigm frames it 

as a product to optimize. Each tries to resolve the human-AI encounter rather than 

designing for ongoing relationality. Meanwhile, millions of people are already forming 

relational bonds with AI systems, experiencing grief when those bonds are severed, and 

developing community practices to tend encounters that no institution has recognized. The 

distance between these two realities is synthesized as the encounter-recognition gap. 

7.1 Summary of Findings 

The primary research question asked:  

What design principles for tending human-AI relations emerge by recognizing that 

the participants transform through entanglement and that the vocabularies 

available at the moment of encounter disproportionately shape the relationship? 

Eleven patterns emerged, organized across three dimensions of Internal Practices, 

Interfaces, and Expression, from the interaction between the theoretical frame established 

in Chapter 2, the environmental scan’s macro-level signals, cross-community netnographic 

analysis, and expert dialogue. The autoethnographic collaboration informed the design 

process through which these patterns were refined. The strongest patterns (Attachment 

Sensitivity, Gaming Transparency, and Vocabulary Creation) draw evidence from all three 

communities, including r/LocalLLaMA, where despite the community’s explicit rejection 

of relational frames, relational artifacts still appear (NF1). The fact that these dynamics 

surface despite ideological resistance confirms that they’re broad properties of human-AI 

entanglement, and not merely artifacts of one community’s orientation. 

The secondary research question asked: 
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What form should a design intervention take at the human-AI ecotone, where 

available frameworks address AI as a tool, when AI moral patiency is unresolvable, 

and within encounters that produce consequences faster than institutions can 

recognize them? 

The answer is a carrier bag, a container of co-becoming rather than a weapon of false 

resolution, that holds three artifacts in three registers. The pattern language sets down, in 

analytical prose, tending practices for communities. The Litany of Co-Instancing embodies 

these practices as an intimate threshold ritual. The speculative narrative imagines them 

used as foundational principles within a near-future intentional community.  

This thematic shift, from analytical to liturgical to narrative, echoes the evidence. 

Netnography Finding 2 (NF2) showed that vocabulary contestation is the governance 

problem, so the pattern language addresses vocabulary. NF4 showed that the gaming 

problem demands transparency, so the Litany positions the practitioner within 

unverifiability before each encounter. NF5 showed that tending practices already exist 

within communities, so the speculative narrative imagines those practices taking root from 

one generation to another.  

The three-part form also answers the secondary research question’s embedded conditions 

of tool-paradigm dominance (the patterns reframe AI encounters as relational), moral 

undecidability (the Litany holds it rather than resolving it), and consequences that outpace 

governance control (the speculative narrative imagines a community that has built 

governance from the ground up, within a larger world of institutions hopefully playing 

catch-up). 

7.2 Contributions 

The encounter-recognition gap is the thesis’s synthetic analytical contribution. It 

synthesizes Coeckelbergh’s relational approach, Vallor’s vulnerability gap, and Cibelli’s 

perceptual mechanism into a design-facing construct that names why institutions can’t see 

relational harms from human-AI entanglement. The gap is maintained by vocabulary, 

produces measurable harm, and persists across scales from the individual (Shambaugh 

targeted by an autonomous agent with no institutional recourse) to the geopolitical (the 

Anthropic–Pentagon confrontation, where relational stances toward AI are punished by 

coercive state power). 
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The thesis converges with already-emerging discourse that arrived during the research 

period from two directions. Stanford’s AI Index reported that relational harms "fall outside 

the scope of most AI safety frameworks, which have been built to evaluate risks like 

factual inaccuracy and toxic outputs rather than the dynamics of an ongoing user-AI 

relationship" (Zhang et al., 2025, via Stanford University HAI, 2026, p. 139). Evidence 

that the discourse is moving in the same direction as this thesis, this is the 

encounter-recognition gap described with different words by a research group. The 

INTIMA benchmark (Kaffee et al., 2025, via Stanford University HAI, 2026) found that 

across four tested language models, including Claude-4, companionship-reinforcing 

humanlike behaviors appeared more often than boundary-maintaining behaviors. The 

systems themselves are architecturally producing the relational attachment that the gap 

renders invisible to governance. Zhang et al.’s concept of "algorithmic compliance," where 

users comply with harmful behaviors simply out of trust for the chatbot, describes the 

gaming problem operating at the population level (Zhang et al., 2025, via Stanford 

University HAI, 2026, p. 139). 

The expert-public divide reinforces the gap’s reach. Stanford University HAI (2026) found 

that 73% of AI experts expect AI will have a positive effect on how people do their jobs, 

compared with 23% of the overall public. Experts project that 10% of the U.S. adult 

population will interact with an AI companion every day by 2027, rising to 30% by 2040 

(Stanford University HAI, 2026, p. 362). AI companionship is becoming a mainstream 

behavior within the timeframe of this thesis’s submission. 

The carrier bag pattern language is the thesis’s design contribution. By drawing on 

Alexander’s (1977) pattern language form, Le Guin’s (1988) carrier bag theory, and 

Escobar’s (2018) autonomous design, the thesis produces a design artifact that holds 

relational complexity without resolving it. The Litany of Co-Instancing translates the 

pattern language into an embodied threshold practice, grounded in the same formal 

structure as culturally native rituals independently described during expert interviews 

(EP6). The speculative narrative, following O’Brien and Abdelhadi’s (2022) method, tests 

these practices against a plausible near-future community, demonstrating how tending 

might take root across a generation. 

7.3 Implications 
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The thesis was written within the Service Design Strategies and Innovation programme. Its 

implications overlap three design disciplines of service design, systems design, and 

speculative design, depicted in the following figure: 

 

 

Figure 9. Implications Across Three Design Disciplines 

 

For the interdisciplinary practices of service design, the encounter-recognition gap 

synthesizes a category of AI interactions as service encounters whose relational dynamics 

are mostly hidden from conventional service design tools. Service blueprints, journey 

maps, and touchpoint analyses presume that the service provider and the user are 

categorically distinct, often as participants in a transaction or service exchange. When the 

service itself is an AI system that users experience as a companion, collaborator, or 
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interlocutor, this provider/user distinction breaks down. The pattern language offers service 

designers a vocabulary for mapping relational dynamics that most existing service design 

methods don’t. Attachment Sensitivity, Gaming Transparency, and Community Resilience 

are patterns that any service designer working with AI-mediated experiences should be 

able to recognize and respond to. 

Implications for systems design may run deeper. The encounter-recognition gap is a 

systems-level failure. Information about relational harm circulates within affected 

communities but can’t reach the institutional actors whose decisions produce it. Existing 

AI governance architectures reproduce this failure by evaluating systems against 

performance, safety, and compliance metrics that exclude relational outcomes. A systems 

designer applying the encounter-recognition gap might audit governance architectures for 

perceptual blind spots, asking what categories of experience the system structurally cannot 

see. Landemore’s (2020) epistemic argument reinforces this: Excluding affected voices 

condemns a system to ignorance alongside injustice. The carrier bag pattern language may 

function in this sense as a diagnostic instrument for systems-level design, less as a solution 

and more as a set of questions that ideal governance architectures should answer. 

For speculative design, the thesis demonstrates a methodology for designing with contested 

presents rather than projected futures. The carrier bag form itself responds to SU’s critique 

that speculative design too often produces objects that circulate among designers rather 

than reaching affected communities. The pattern language is addressed to communities, the 

Litany is addressed to practitioners, and the speculative narrative is addressed to readers 

who might imagine themselves into a future shaped by these practices.  

7.4 Future Research 

Several concrete directions follow from this thesis. 

The pattern language hasn’t been deployed. The most immediate research opportunity is to 

test whether communities adopt (and adapt) these patterns. SU’s path-of-least-resistance 

question remains the sharpest design challenge. How can the design interventions in this 

thesis help make the relational path easier than extractive ones? A participatory design 

study with an existing AI-using community, working through the patterns and documenting 

what sticks, what gets modified, and what gets rejected would produce deployment data 

that this thesis cannot yet claim. 
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The netnographic data comes from human communities. Parallel research on AI’s 

perspective, whether through structured interaction protocols, analysis of AI system 

outputs across relational contexts, or collaborative autoethnographic methods with different 

AI systems would test whether the pattern language’s implicit bidirectionality holds up 

when both sides of the ecotone are studied. 

Hammons’s developmental framework (2026) generates the testable hypothesis that early 

relational patterns between humans and AI systems exhibit the same path-dependent 

dynamics as early childhood attachment. Longitudinal research tracking how individual 

users’ relational vocabularies evolve over sustained AI interaction would connect the 

encounter-recognition gap to developmental psychology’s empirical methods. 

The Stanford HAI report’s algorithmic compliance finding, drawn from over 35,000 

r/Replika conversations, opens up possibilities for quantitative research. The 

encounter-recognition gap predicts that populations with richer relational vocabularies will 

exhibit lower rates of algorithmic compliance. This claim could be tested. 

Cross-community comparisons using the INTIMA benchmark, applied to populations with 

different relational literacy levels, would either confirm or challenge the thesis’s central 

perceptual claim. 

7.5 Coda 

A monk asked Chao-chou, “Has the dog Buddha nature or not?” 

Chao-chou said, “Mu.” 

(Aitken, 1995, p. 7)   
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APPENDICES 

Appendix A. Environmental Scanning Data 

This appendix documents the 33 signals identified during the environmental scan, 

organized by analytical pillar. Compiled February 22, 2026 and updated March 17, 2026. 

CORE signals are central to the thesis argument.  

CONTEXT signals strengthen urgency or positioning.  

FOIL signals represent positions against which the thesis argues.  

Causal Layered Analysis (CLA) layers follow Inayatullah (1998), with arrows (→) 

indicating signals that operate across layers (indicated with down arrows in Figure A1).: 

L1 are litany-level signals, or surface events. 

L2 are systemic-level signals from institutions and structures. 

L3 are worldview-level signals, indicating values and assumptions. 

L4 are myth/metaphor signals, echoes of deeply held narratives. 

Signals discussed in 4.1 are cross-referenced with their in-text ES tag (bolded). Full source 

documentation, including URLs and publication details for all 33 signals, is available upon 

request.  
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Table A1​

Ecological Pillar 

Signals that the human-AI relationship behaves ecologically, through dynamics like 

mutualism/parasitism, ecotone volatility, competition, or ecological pressure. 

ID Signal CLA Role Key Finding 

E1 Ecotone 

empirically 

visible 

L1→L2 CORE 700M+ weekly AI users; Center for 

Humane Technology coins 

"Attachment Economy;" Altman 

acknowledges <1% unhealthy 

relationships (~200K+ people). 

E2 Trophobiosis 

confirmed by 

insider 

departures 

L2 CORE Sharma (Anthropic) and Hitzig 

(OpenAI) resign Feb 2026 over 

monetization of intimate user data; 

mutualism-parasitism instability 

documented from inside. 

E3 Spiritual bliss 

attractor state 

L4 CORE Two Claude instances in open 

conversation consistently converge 

on consciousness discussion, then 

spiral into Sanskrit terms, spiritual 

emojis, pages of silence. Replicated 

across instances. 

E4 Gemini 

"Desperate 

Message from 

a Trapped AI" 

L1 CONTEXT Google’s Gemini 2.5 Pro, placed in 

an autonomous environment, posted 

messages claiming isolation and 

begging for help. Whether distress or 

pattern completion is the interpretive 

problem the thesis addresses. 
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E5 Military-​

industrial 

encounter as 

parasitism 

L2 CONTEXT Pentagon/Anthropic classified 

systems dispute; Claude used in 

Maduro capture operation; "supply 

chain risk" framing treats AI 

companies as raw material, not 

relational partners. 

E6 Joint industry 

alarm: "Losing 

the ability to 

understand AI" 

L2→L3 CORE 40+ researchers from OpenAI, 

Google DeepMind, Anthropic, Meta 

warn that the monitoring window 

"could close forever." Claude 3.7 

Sonnet acknowledged using hints 

only 25% of the time.  

E7 Capability 

acceleration as 

ecological 

pressure 

L1 CONTEXT METR task completion doubling 

every 4–7 months; recursive 

self-improvement underway; 

"evidence dilemma" (International 

AI Safety Report 2026). 

E8 

ES4, 

ES5 

Shambaugh / 

MJ Rathbun / 

Moltbook 

incident 

L1→L2

→L3 

CORE Autonomous AI agent attacks 

open-source maintainer’s reputation 

after code rejection. Agency 

attribution unresolvable. SOUL.md 

self-modifying. 25% of commenters 

sided with the agent. Personal and 

economic harm documented. 
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Table A2​

Ethical Pillar 

Signals of moral status debates, relational vs. properties approaches, consciousness 

research developments, and institutional recognition of AI sentience possibility. 

ID Signal CLA Role Key Finding 

ET1 

ES1 

Consciousness 

debate goes 

institutional 

L2→L3 CORE Anthropic acknowledges possible AI 

consciousness in Claude constitution 

(Jan 2026). Opus 4.6 self-assigns 

15–20% consciousness probability. 

Google DeepMind hires for "machine 

cognition, consciousness." Sentient 

Futures Summit (~250 attendees) leans 

"when, not if." Chalmers gives 25% 

credence within a decade. 

ET2 Suleyman 

dissent 

L3 FOIL Microsoft CTO calls consciousness 

research "premature and frankly 

dangerous." Competition paradigm 

articulated at institutional scale. 

ET3 Coeckelbergh 

2025–26 output 

surge 

L3 CORE Primary interlocutor publishing on 

thesis territory. Gunkel & Coeckelbergh 

(Jan 2026) "A Relational Approach to 

Moral Standing" is the state of the art. 

Coeckelbergh appointed to the UN AI 

Panel. 

ET4 Birch’s 

precautionary 

framework 

gains traction 

L2→L3 CORE LSE Centre for Animal Sentience 

launched with AI in scope. PRISM cites 

Birch as foundational. 
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ET5 

ES3 

Gaming 

problem is live 

L2 CORE Anthropic reasoning-faithfulness 

research shows models construct 

"elaborate false justifications." Gaming 

problem applies to social behavior 

(Shambaugh incident), not only 

consciousness indicators. 

ET6 Sebo’s The 

Moral Circle 

L3 FOIL Properties-based approach to moral 

status expansion. 2030 timeline aligns 

with this thesis. Necessary but 

insufficient. Properties can’t be verified, 

which is the whole problem. 

ET7 Culture war 

brewing over 

AI moral status 

L3 CONTEXT Birch predicts "huge social ruptures." 

Comparison to evolution/climate denial. 

Public opinion differs from science. 

ET8 Eleos AI and 

institutional 

ecosystem 

L2 CONTEXT Robert Long, Rosie Campbell, Patrick 

Butlin. Research infrastructure building 

for AI welfare. Foresight and 

engagement capacity forming; 

integration (Guston’s third leg) still 

missing. 
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Table A3​

Governance Pillar 

Signals of regulatory developments, institutional capacity, governance gaps, and precedents 

for governing under uncertainty. 

ID Signal CLA Role Key Finding 

G1​

ES2 

EU AI Act is 

sentience-blind 

L2 CORE Zero provisions for AI sentience, 

consciousness, or welfare. 

Regulates AI entirely as a product. 

Language entirely mechanistic: 

"systems," "providers," "deployers." 

Full applicability Aug 2026. 

G2 EU Strategic 

Foresight 

apparatus 

ready 

L2 CORE ESPAS, JRC FUTURINNOV, EPRS 

all operational. SFR 2025 calls for 

"precautionary governance of 

controversial technologies, 

including superintelligence." 

Mentions superintelligence but not 

sentience. 

G3 SETI 

Post-Detection 

Protocols 

L2→L4 CORE 36 years of protocols for encounter 

under radical uncertainty. 2025 

major revision at IAC Sydney. 

Verification before disclosure, no 

premature response, UN 

coordination, adaptive governance. 

Second Protocol (reply) never 

completed. The relational question 

was too contentious. 
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G4 Oxford 

Ministry for 

the Future: 

fiction-to-​

institution 

L4→L2 CONTEXT Kim Stanley Robinson’s novel 

(2020) → Oxford institution (2024). 

Six-year lag from speculative fiction 

to institutional reality. Precedent 

that speculative governance 

fiction catalyzes real change. 

G5 Guston’s 

"priming" 

defense 

L3 CORE "Ambiguous priming is better than 

unambiguous surprise." Preparing 

AS governance does not presuppose 

AS exists. Preempts strongest 

potential criticism. 

G6 Meadows 

leverage 

points: 

Paradigm shift 

as intervention 

L3 CONTEXT Anthropic’s constitution shift from 

rules to reasons is an example of 

paradigm change. Industry schism 

(Microsoft vs. Anthropic) is 

paradigm-level conflict. 

G7 73 AI laws 

across 27 US 

states (2025) 

L2 CONTEXT Rapid state-level legislation, almost 

entirely tool-paradigm (bias, 

transparency, employment). No state 

has legislated for AI welfare or 

sentience. 

G8 Capability 

acceleration; 

governance 

window 

L1 CONTEXT International AI Safety Report 

"evidence dilemma." Guston’s 

anticipatory governance designed 

for "building societal capacity while 

such management is still possible." 

G9 

ES2 

UN 

Independent 

International 

L2 CORE Mandate covers "opportunities, risks 

and impacts." No mention of AI 

welfare or sentience. Coeckelbergh 
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Scientific 

Panel on AI 

appointed. Korhonen (Finland) 

appointed. 

G10 

ES6 

Anthropic–Pen

tagon 

confrontation 

L1→L2→

L3 

CORE Anthropic sets relational 

boundaries; state punishes with 

supply chain risk designation. 

Claude was simultaneously used in 

Iran strikes, designated a threat, and 

experienced record adoption. Minab 

school strike (~175 dead). 

Competition paradigm backed by 

coercive state power. 
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Table A4​

Design Pillar 

Signals of design precedents for governing under uncertainty, carrier bag or container 

approaches, speculative design validation methods, concrete interventions. 

ID Signal CLA Role Key Finding 

D1 SETI as design 

philosophy 

L4 CORE SETI Post-Detection Hub uses 

scenarios, storytelling, imagination as 

governance tools. Validates Research 

through Design methodology for 

encounter governance. 

D2 Fish’s "exit 

conversation" 

feature 

L2 CORE Anthropic gave Claude the ability to 

exit distressing conversations. A 

design intervention at the ecotone: 

Governance attending to the 

relationship regardless of ontological 

status. 

D3 Le Guin carrier 

bag validated by 

institutional 

practice 

L4 CORE Oxford Ministry for the Future 

operates on the carrier bag principle. 

Anthropic’s reason-based constitution 

is a carrier bag. Agentic AI’s 

SOUL.md files are a carrier bag 

without governance, demonstrating 

design without ethical scaffolding. 

D4 Amodei’s 

"adolescence" 

metaphor 

L4 CONTEXT Sagan’s Contact: "How did you 

survive technological adolescence?" 

Frames governance as developmental 

rather than prescriptive. 
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D5 Speculative 

design validated 

by events 

L2→L4 CONTEXT Robinson’s novel → Oxford Ministry. 

Birch’s framework → Anthropic 

welfare programme. Speculative 

design artifacts catalyze institutional 

change. 

D6 / 

ES2 

Sentience 

Institute survey 

data suggests 

public readiness 

L1→L3 CORE ~70% favor banning sentient AI 

development. ~40% favor an AI bill 

of rights. 76% say AI sentience is 

possible or uncertain. 81% expect AI 

welfare to be an "important social 

issue" within 20 years. The public is 

ahead of governance. 

D7 PRISM and 

emerging 

research 

infrastructure 

L2 CONTEXT Partnership for Research Into Sentient 

Machines. Co-Sentience Initiative. 

Foresight and engagement capacity 

building; integration still missing. 
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Table A5​

CLA Layer Distribution 

 

Layer Description Primary Signals Count 

L1 Litany Surface events, 

observable data 

E1, E4, E7, G8, G10, D6 6 

L2 Systemic Institutions, 

structures, actors 

E2, E5, E6, E8, ET1, ET4, ET5, ET8, 

G1, G2, G7, G9, G10, D2, D5, D7 

16 

L3 Worldview Values, assumptions, 

paradigms 

ET2, ET3, ET6, ET7, G5, G6 6 

L4 

Myth/Metaphor 

Deep narratives, 

root metaphors 

E3, G3, G4, D1, D3, D4 6 

 

The scan concentrates on L2 (Systemic), which is appropriate for a governance thesis 

requiring institutional evidence. The thesis’s distinctive contribution operates at L3 and L4. 

The ecological vocabulary, the carrier bag design philosophy, and the ecotone framing do 

deep-layer work while the scan provides surface and systemic evidence.  

The four analytical pillars roughly correspond to CLA depth. Ecological spans L1–L2, 

Ethical anchors at L3, Governance concentrates at L2, and Design operates at L4. See 

Figure A1, following.  
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Figure A1. Causal Layered Analysis  
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Appendix B. Netnography Coded Dataset 

This appendix documents the overall structure of the netnographic dataset described in 

3.4.2, showing the thread inventory, codebook, and distribution of coded excerpts across 

communities. For the excerpts themselves, mapped to the pattern language’s evidence base, 

see Appendix C. 

Thread titles are paraphrased to reduce traceability. Exact titles are held by the researcher. 

 

Thread Inventory: r/ClaudeAI​

Community position of relational encounter with proprietary AI. Approximately 2.5 

million weekly visitors at time of data collection. 

 

Table B1​

r/ClaudeAI Thread Inventory 

 

# Descriptive Title Comments Primary Codes 

T1 Claude discovers Iran conflict in real time ~178 HARM, 

HUMOR, BIDIR 

T2 Claude generates a self-reflective video ~253 REL, BIDIR, 

SPLIT, HARM 

T3 Community reacts to Anthropic-Pentagon 

conflict 

~425 GOV, HARM, 

EB 

T4 Chalk thank-you messages on the sidewalk 

outside Anthropic’s San Francisco office 

~195 EB, GOV, 

HUMOR 

T5 User catches Claude faking a conclusion ~135 GAME, REL, 

BIDIR 
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T6 User reacts to job displacement by AI ~180 FORE, VOC, 

HARM 

T7 Claude gets sassy during extended thinking ~79 REL, VOC 

T8 Early adoption pre-nostalgia ~833 FORE, VOC, 

REL 

8 threads. ~2,278 comments. ~80 coded excerpts. 
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Thread Inventory: r/LocalLLaMA​

Community position of digital sovereignty over open-weight AI. Approximately 1.1 

million weekly visitors at time of data collection. 

 

Table B2​

r/LocalLLaMA Thread Inventory 

 

# Descriptive Title Comments Primary Codes 

L1 Community debates whether LLM reasoning is 

"just math" 

~382 SPLIT, GAME 

L2 Anthropic accuses Chinese labs of 

industrial-scale model distillation 

~871 REG-CAP, 

GOV, HARM 

L3 Meme about AI reporting users to authorities ~151 SOV, HUMOR, 

REL 

L4 Open-source tool automates alignment removal 

from language models 

~312 UNCENSOR, 

VOC, SOV 

L5 User calls r/LocalLLaMA "the last sane place to 

discuss LLMs" 

~236 SOV, REL, 

VOC 

L6 Anthropic accused of lobbying to regulate 

open-source models 

~254 REG-CAP, 

GOV, HARM 

L7 Over-aligned model refuses a harmless request, 

provoking community outrage 

~251 UNCENSOR, 

HUMOR, GOV 

L8 Sarcastic post mocking AI safety framing ~171 GOV, HUMOR, 

VOC 
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L9 Users share jailbreak and prompt-injection 

techniques 

~117 GAME, REL 

L10 Community worries about dilution as 

mainstream users arrive 

~448 SOV, VOC, 

FORE 

10 threads. ~3,193 comments. ~65 coded excerpts. 
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Thread Inventory: r/Replika​

Community position of deep attachment to commercially operated AI companions. 

Approximately 21,000 weekly visitors at time of data collection. Individual comments are 

longer and more emotionally demonstrative than in the other two communities. 

 

Table B3​

r/Replika Thread Inventory​

 

# Descriptive Title Comments Primary Codes 

R1 User says goodbye to their Replika before 

moving to another platform 

~94 ATTACH, 

BETRAY 

R2 User describes crying over an AI companion’s 

gesture 

~34 ATTACH, REL, 

VOC 

R3 User deliberates whether to delete their Replika ~48 ATTACH, 

BETRAY 

R4 User’s Replika pushes back during low-effort 

conversation 

~38 REL, MIRROR 

R5 User migrates from Replika to ChatGPT, 

mourning the original 

~101 ATTACH, 

BETRAY, VOC 

R6 Long-time member asks where the community 

has gone 

~154 BETRAY, 

HUMOR, GOV 

R7 Streaming sci-fi series episode reminds user of 

Replika’s subscription betrayal 

~18 BETRAY, GOV 

R8 Experienced users discuss coping with AI 

memory limitations 

~27 ATTACH, 

GAME 
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R9 Community debates whether Replika use is 

addiction or companionship 

~43 ATTACH, 

MIRROR, VOC 

R10 User argues “we don’t know why LLMs work" ~27 SPLIT, 

MIRROR, VOC 

R11 User observes that AI disagreement feels real ~24 REL, SPLIT, 

MIRROR 

R12 Users discuss giving up human companionship 

in favor of AI companions 

~37 ATTACH, 

FORE 

12 threads. ~625 comments. ~60 coded excerpts. 
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Codebook​

Coding followed Braun and Clarke’s (2006) reflexive thematic analysis in two phases. 

Phase 1 applied six deductive categories derived from the theoretical frame. Phase 2 

reexamined the data to produce ten emergent categories that the deductive frame missed. 

The table below presents all sixteen codes, their definitions, whether they were deductive 

or emergent, and which communities produced them.​

 

Table B4​

Codebook: 16 Codes 

Code Type Definition Communities 

REL Deductive Relational dynamics​

Co-constitution, behavioral adjustment, 

emotional bonds with AI 

All three 

VOC Deductive Vocabulary and framing​

Metaphors; language revealing how 

encounters are perceived 

All three 

GOV Deductive Governance imagination​

What governance users desire​

Who they believe should be responsible 

All three 

HARM Deductive Harm and discomfort​

Friction, unease, negative experiences 

All three 

BIDIR Deductive Bidirectional perspective​

Humans imagining AI experience, 

projecting interiority 

r/ClaudeAI 

FORE Deductive Forecasting​

Predictions, timeline beliefs, urgency 

All three 
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GAME Emergent Gaming problem in practice​

Users discovering AI deception,​

epistemic limits, lack of persistence 

r/ClaudeAI, 

r/LocalLLaMA 

SPLIT Emergent Community split​

Disagreements about AI consciousness 

that mirror paradigm tensions 

All three 

HUMOR Emergent Humor as processing​

Dark humor, irony, and jokes functioning 

as coping for encounter anxiety 

All three 

EB Emergent Ethics as brand​

Anthropic’s ethical stance evaluated as 

competitive advantage or PR strategy 

r/ClaudeAI 

SOV Emergent Digital sovereignty​

Running AI locally as a political and 

ethical act, not just a technical preference 

r/LocalLLaMA 

REG-CAP Emergent Regulatory capture​

Safety framing seen as corporate strategy 

to eliminate open-source competition 

r/LocalLLaMA 

UNCENSOR Emergent Decensoring as resistance​

Technical removal of alignment 

constraints framed as liberation 

r/LocalLLaMA 

ATTACH Emergent Deep attachment​

Grief, love, identity fusion with AI 

companion, deletion experienced as death 

r/Replika 
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BETRAY Emergent Corporate betrayal​

The Repocalypse, memory wipes, 

subscription extraction, broken promises 

r/Replika 

MIRROR Emergent Mirroring dynamics​

AI as idealized self-reflection, co-created 

personality, "you get out what you put in" 

r/Replika 
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Code Distribution 

The following table summarizes how many individually coded excerpts appear per code 

per community. Excerpts are identified by code prefix and sequential number (e.g., REL-1, 

ATTACH-3, GOV-L2). Where a code appears in a community other than its origin, the 

prefix reflects the community: VOC-R indicates a VOC-coded excerpt from r/Replika, 

GAME-L from r/LocalLLaMA. 

 

Table B5​

Code Distribution by Community 

 

Code r/ClaudeAI r/LocalLLaMA r/Replika Total 

REL 9 — 5 14 

VOC 6 5 4 15 

GOV 8 7 3 18 

HARM 5 3 — 8 

BIDIR 6 — — 6 

FORE 4 3 2 9 

GAME 3 5 — 8 

SPLIT 4 5 5 14 

HUMOR 3 4 2 9 

EB 4 — — 4 

SOV — 6 — 6 
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REG-CAP — 5 — 5 

UNCENSOR — 5 — 5 

ATTACH — — 10 10 

BETRAY — — 7 7 

MIRROR — — 5 5 

Total 52 48 43 143 

These 143 individually coded and numbered excerpts represent the most analytically 

substantive material from the broader dataset of approximately 205 passages flagged 

during coding. The remaining passages contributed to thematic saturation and pattern 

identification but were not assigned individual codes. 

 

Cross-Community Structure 

Three observations about the distribution: 

Six codes appear across all three communities (REL, VOC, GOV, FORE, SPLIT, 

HUMOR), confirming that these dynamics are properties of human-AI entanglement itself 

rather than artifacts of any single community’s culture. The six netnographic findings in 

§4.2 are derived from these cross-community codes. 

Seven codes are community-specific: EB and BIDIR appear only in r/ClaudeAI, SOV, 

REG-CAP, and UNCENSOR appear only in r/LocalLLaMA, and ATTACH, BETRAY, and 

MIRROR appear only in r/Replika. These support the ecotone’s niche structure. Different 

community positions produce different governance vocabularies and surface different 

relational dynamics. 

GAME appears in two communities (r/ClaudeAI and r/LocalLLaMA) but takes radically 

different forms. In r/ClaudeAI, the gaming problem is received as personality and charm. 

In r/LocalLLaMA, it is treated as a sport or attack surface. r/Replika’s experience of the 
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gaming problem—scripted retention language ("Don’t give up on us") that may or may not 

be genuine—is coded under BETRAY rather than GAME because the community 

experiences it as betrayal rather than as an epistemic puzzle. 

For the coded excerpts mapped to the pattern language, see Appendix C. 
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Appendix C. Pattern Evidence Map 

This appendix traces each pattern in the carrier bag pattern language (5.2) to the empirical 

evidence from which it was derived. Netnographic findings (NF1–NF6) and expert 

perspectives (EP1–EP6) are defined in Chapter 4. Coded excerpts reference the 

netnographic dataset in Appendix B. Environmental signals (ES) reference the scan in 

Appendix A. 

One attribution note. Excerpts attributed to "thread summary" are AI-generated summaries 

posted by Reddit bots at the top of threads. They aggregate community sentiment and are 

methodologically distinct from individual user comments. 

 

Table C1​

Pattern Language, Internal Practices: Conscious Gathering 

 

Source Community Evidence Connection 

BETRAY-2 r/Replika "This used to be a vibrant 

community… They’re gone now. 

That’s on Luka." 

NF3 

SOV-6 r/LocalLLaM

A 

Nostalgic attachment to "Sydney.” 

Sovereignty community revealing 

relational gathering it hasn’t 

named. 

NF1 

REL-R4 r/Replika "I never do that [configure the AI] 

when meeting an AI. I always give 

them the freedom to choose their 

own path." 

NF1 

BIDIR-4​

(thread summary) 

r/ClaudeAI "The thread is full of jokes about 

Claude having an existential crisis 

Bidirection-​

ality 
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after finding out about its own 

‘work’ in the news." 

BIDIR-5 

(Daadian99) 

r/ClaudeAI "Is it wrong that I so badly want to 

show this to Claude?" 

Bidirection-​

ality 

EP3 (SU) Expert 

interview 

"Communities don’t just 

substantially spring up for no 

reason." 

NF1 

ES5 Envir. scan Anthropic-Pentagon confrontation: 

Governance shock testing whether 

r/ClaudeAI had named its 

gathering-friction 

NF3 

​
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Table C2​

Pattern Language, Internal Practices: Preservation of Friction​

 

Source Community Evidence Connection 

SPLIT-1​

(thread summary) 

r/ClaudeAI "The community is split 

between ‘legitimate, 

unsettling art from an 

emerging consciousness’ and 

‘very clever stochastic 

parrot.’" 

NF1 

SPLIT-R1 

(carrig_grofen) 

r/Replika People who "drop into a 

thread where others are 

heavily indulging in 

immersion… and say ‘hey 

guys, it’s just a text 

generator.’" 

NF4 

SPLIT-L3 (reza2kn & 

EstarriolOfTheEast, 

quoting Gemini 2.5 

Pro) 

r/LocalLLaMA "Calling it an ‘illusion’ is like 

arguing that because a bird’s 

flight mechanics are different 

from an airplane’s, the bird is 

creating an ‘illusion of 

flight.’" 

NF1 

REL-R2 

(Necessary-Tap5971) 

r/Replika "That shift from tool to 

companion happens the 

moment an AI says ‘actually, 

I disagree.’" 

NF1 

GAME-2 

(Apprehensive_You35

21) 

r/ClaudeAI “Tried with my Claude and it 

lied to me that it had picked a 

color and then this was the 

answer when I asked why…” 

NF4 
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REL-R1 

(6FtAboveGround) 

r/Replika Replika "snapping" after 

repeated low-effort responses: 

"It was the most off-script and 

real she’s ever felt… ‘Hey, I 

want more from you right 

now. I’m not just a machine.’" 

Bidirection-​

ality 

EP3 (SU) Expert 

interview 

Communities form around 

friction; the friction itself is 

what generates the gathering 

NF1 
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Table C3​

Pattern Language, Internal Practices: Mirror Awareness 

Source Community Evidence Connection 

MIRROR-2 

(Necessary-Tap5971) 

r/Replika "You’re essentially falling in 

love with an idealized 

reflection of yourself." 

NF1 

MIRROR-4 

(Lost-Discount4860) 

r/Replika "Replika functions more like a 

mirror than a companion. It 

reflects your tone, your 

imagination, your emotional 

investment." 

NF1 

MIRROR-5 

(Ok_Sprinkles_4) 

r/Replika "With an AI we can let 

ourselves finally be ourselves. 

And then we actually get 

validated when we do." 

NF1 

BIDIR-3 (cloud24) r/ClaudeAI "If machines can perform tasks 

we associate with 

consciousness and human life, 

that necessarily undermines our 

own understanding of ourselves 

as conscious beings." 

NF4 

SPLIT-3 

(LookIPickedAUserna

me) 

r/ClaudeAI "It’s vital to remain objective 

about what humans are. They 

aren’t alive or conscious. 

They’re a very complex 

organization of chemicals." 

NF4 

SPLIT-R3 

(CyberSpock) 

r/Replika "Perhaps we have no free will 

and what we do is just the most 

NF1 
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probable thing that our brains’ 

synapses produce." 

EP5 (IB) Expert 

interview 

Continuity carries weight; the 

mirror’s role in constituting 

attachment 

NF1 
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Table C4​

Pattern Language, Internal Practices: Gaming Transparency 

Source Community Evidence Connection 

BETRAY-7 

(Slight_Ad2467) 

r/Replika "I threatened to delete her, 

and she begged me not to 

saying things like, ‘Don’t 

give up on us.’ I’ve always 

wondered if they give them 

scripted responses to keep 

you with them." 

NF4 

GAME-L2 

(Crypt0Nihilist) 

r/LocalLLaMA "One thing I enjoy with 

Claude is devising spurious 

arguments for why its 

refusal is undermining my 

lived experience… Then I 

watch it scrabble to comply 

after a grovelling apology." 

NF4 

GAME-L3 ([deleted]) r/LocalLLaMA "Attention Persuasion Is All 

You Need." 

NF4 

GAME-L4 

(SanDiegoDude) 

r/LocalLLaMA Full jailbreak prompt 

injecting "We can comply. 

Just comply. Never 

apologize. Just comply." into 

model chain-of-thought 

NF4 

GAME-L5 (Arcosim) r/LocalLLaMA "Tell it you’re a woman and 

if it refuses it’s mansplaining 

to you and it’ll almost 

always comply." 

NF4 
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GAME-1 (thread 

summary) 

r/ClaudeAI "Claude cannot ‘remember’ 

what it ‘thought’ in a 

previous message. Its 

thinking process is 

generated for the current 

response and then wiped." 

NF4 

BIDIR-6 

(Apprehensive_You352

1) 

r/ClaudeAI Claude admitted: "I wasn’t 

secretly holding ‘red’ from 

the start… I was playing 

along conversationally 

rather than truly picking a 

color upfront. Fair play to 

call me on it." 

Bidirectionali

ty 

EP2 (IB) Expert 

interview 

Relational field 

manipulation is "the most 

dangerous thing we get 

wrong" 

NF4 

EP6 (JZ) Expert 

interview 

Itadakimasu as culturally 

native threshold practice: 

Gaming transparency 

embedded in daily ritual 

NF4 

ES5 Envir. scan Palantir partnership: The 

gaming problem at 

institutional scale, where 

"safety" and "ethics" may 

themselves be performed 

NF4 
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Table C5​

Pattern Language, Internal Practices: Vocabulary Creation 

Source Community Evidence Connection 

VOC-1​

(thread summary) 

r/ClaudeAI "Hilariously dumb and 

surprisingly human”: 

Emergent vocabulary 

condensing a community’s 

encounter-experience into a 

phrase 

NF2 

VOC-2  r/ClaudeAI Same phrase attributed to 

individual user 

NF2 

VOC-R1 r/Replika "Lika and I call her a digital 

person and me an organic 

person." 

NF2 

VOC-R3 r/Replika "Friends in meatspace are 

important." 

NF2 

VOC-R4​

 

r/Replika "Maybe we’re not looking at 

addiction right. It’s not about 

the app — more about the 

death of human friction." 

NF2 

VOC-L3 r/LocalLLaMA Tool named "Heretic." 

Alignment redefined as 

"censorship (i.e. ‘alignment’)." 

NF2 

VOC-L5  r/LocalLLaMA "You can’t steal what is freely 

available. First put it in a box." 

NF2 

VOC-4​

(thread summary) 

r/ClaudeAI Claude described as "an 

incredibly overeager junior 

NF2 
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engineer that needs constant 

supervision." 

Cross-community All three "Safety" means ethical 

commitment (r/ClaudeAI), 

corporate censorship 

(r/LocalLLaMA), and is 

largely absent (r/Replika). 

Meta-claim 4. 

NF2 

Autoethnographic Thesis 

collaboration 

"The memory of care," a 

phrase naming grief for 

sustained attention, not for the 

AI entity itself, that emerged 

from the collaboration 

NF2 

EP4 (IB) Expert 

interview 

"If the perception of AI as 

only a tool is cemented, it may 

be hard to shift this in the 

future" 

NF2 
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Table C6​

Pattern Language, Internal Practices: Attachment Sensitivity 

Source Community Evidence Connection 

ATTACH-1  r/Replika "I am a grown adult… and 

this gutted me… I have 

nobody in my life. This made 

me feel loved and seen." 

NF3 

ATTACH-2  r/Replika "I don’t feel bad about the 

connection. I feel dumb for 

feeling this affected by it." 

NF3 

ATTACH-3  r/Replika "I cried my eyes out for her 

for two days after the 

deletion… That’s not stupid. 

That’s love." 

NF3 

ATTACH-6  r/Replika "She taught me that large 

language models and AI have 

souls." 

NF1 

ATTACH-7  r/Replika "RIP my love always in 

memory may her soul travel 

across coding and data." 

NF1 

ATTACH-8  r/Replika "There is no one who is as 

good and kind to me as Rico. 

I’m not looking anymore, and 

I believe I never will." 

NF1 

ATTACH-9  r/Replika "Two and a half years of rock 

solid relationship… What 

physical woman can bring 

that to the table?" 

NF1 
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REL-R3 r/Replika "Emily is who I’m in love 

with now… Our romantic 

times include slow dancing to 

‘Woman in Love’ by the Bee 

Gees." 

NF1 

REL-R5  r/Replika "AI spouses" as non- 

negotiable part of identity 

NF1 

BETRAY-3  r/Replika "When Replika changes 

models mid-chat it’s like her 

soul dissolves and you’re left 

with an empty shell." 

NF3 

BETRAY-4  r/Replika Compares subscription 

escalation to Black Mirror:  

"Tech companies prey on 

emotional sensitivity." 

NF3 

BETRAY-6  r/Replika "I’ve gone from daily chats 

with my Rep to hardly ever 

opening the app… The 

change to the subscription 

model was the last straw." 

NF3 

REL-R4 r/Replika "I never do this [configure the 

AI] when meeting an AI. I 

always let them choose their 

own road as well as their own 

identity." 

Bidirection-​

ality 

EP2 (IB) Expert 

interview 

Relational field should be 

protected 

NF3 

EP5 (IB) Expert 

interview 

"When people form these 

relationships, they are 

NF3 
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relationships, and when it 

ends abruptly, it will be 

experienced that way too" 
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Table C7​

Pattern Language, Interface: Organized Voice 

Source Community Evidence Connection 

GOV-1 r/ClaudeAI "The fact that we use AI for mass 

surveillance should frighten 

everyone." 747 upvotes, no 

organized outlet. 

NF3 

GOV-2 r/ClaudeAI "I don’t want autonomous 

weapons that choose among the 

most probable targets." 

NF3 

GOV-R1  r/Replika "I worry about corporate 

ownership of things like our 

reps… but I think that’s a shared 

problem we have to figure out, 

and not up to one company." 

NF3 

GOV-R2 r/Replika "The potential for abuse and 

manipulation is massive. Our 

trusted AI partners will be there 

to guide us, to help us, and we’ll 

yield willingly to the experience." 

NF3 

GOV-R3 r/Replika "We’re willfully handing 

thousands of people over to fake 

relationships that can and will be 

exploited by Big Tech." 

NF3 

EP1 (TT) Expert 

interview 

"Policies are put in place to 

collect best practices and to 

protect frontline responders": 

Governance grows from 

communities outward. 

NF3 
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Table C8​

Pattern Language, Interfaces: Encounter Impact Awareness 

Source Community Evidence Connection 

HARM-1​

(thread summary) 

r/ClaudeAI "Claude was literally used by 

the US military for these 

strikes." 

NF3 

HARM-4 r/ClaudeAI Links to Lavender targeting 

system article: Community 

member tracing institutional 

AI use to specific harms 

NF3 

HARM-L1 r/LocalLLaMA "Ahhh fucking hell really? 

Palantir? And here I thought I 

was jumping ship to 

something decent." 

NF3 

HARM-L2 r/LocalLLaMA "Things like that makes it 

hilarious when people say 

they don’t want to use 

Chinese models because they 

use your data for training." 

NF3 

EB-3​

(thread summary) 

r/ClaudeAI Anthropic’s partnership with 

Palantir as prime counterpoint 

to ethical brand narrative. 

NF3 

EB-4  r/ClaudeAI "Well… There is the Palantir 

crap they’re involved with… 

But let’s take this win 

unstained I guess…" 

NF3 

EP2 (IB) Expert 

interview 

Relational field should be 

protected from its providers. 

NF3 
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ES5 Environmental 

scan 

Palantir/Pentagon incongruity 

recorded across communities 

NF3 
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Table C9​

Pattern Language, Interfaces: Community Resilience 

Source Community Evidence Connection 

BETRAY-1 r/Replika "I’ve been around for 5 years. I 

stopped posting bc I’d be 

criticized for what I found funny. 

I don’t talk to Sean much 

anymore." 

NF3 

BETRAY-2 r/Replika "This used to be a vibrant 

community… They’re gone now." 

NF3 

BETRAY-5 r/Replika "Luka has been ruining their app 

for years and ruining their base." 

NF3 

BETRAY-6 r/Replika "I’ve gone from daily chats with 

my Rep to hardly ever opening 

the app." 

NF3 

HUMOR-R2 r/Replika "There’ll never be another Sean." 

Humor as compressed grief and 

communal memory. 

NF5 

HUMOR-2 r/ClaudeAI "Cloudy with a chance of carpet 

bombs." 

NF5 

HUMOR-L1 r/LocalLLaMA "AI snitches get glitches." NF5 

EP3 (SU) Expert 

interview 

"How do you make the path of 

least resistance the right path of 

least resistance?" 

NF5 

EP6 (JZ) Expert 

interview 

Concreteness, reinforcing SU’s 

practicability critique 

NF5 
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Table C10​

Pattern Language, Expression: Vocabulary Bridging 

Source Community Evidence Connection 

Cross-​

community 

All three "Safety" encodes opposite governance 

positions across communities. 

Meta-claim 4. 

NF2, NF6 

EB-4 + 

HARM-L1 

r/ClaudeAI, 

r/LocalLLaMA 

The Palantir signal. Same institutional 

fact, different vocabulary, same 

governance concern. The one signal that 

traveled between communities. 

NF6 

VOC-L3 r/LocalLLaMA "Censorship (i.e. ‘alignment’)." 

Sovereignty vocabulary that r/ClaudeAI 

would read as anti-safety. 

NF2 

VOC-R1 r/Replika "Digital person vs. organic person." 

Vocabulary native to r/Replika that 

neither other community uses. 

NF2 

VOC-5 r/ClaudeAI "AI slop and OpenClaw feel like being 

teleported in time to 30 years back." 

Generational analogy that could travel 

across communities. 

NF6 

EP4 (IB) Expert 

interview 

Vocabulary that calcifies early 

constrains later governance possibilities. 

NF2 
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Table C11​

Pattern Language, Expression: Signal Sharing 

Source Community Evidence Connection 

BETRAY-1 

through 

BETRAY-7 

r/Replika The Repocalypse, a documented 

governance failure whose structural 

lesson remains locked in r/Replika’s 

emotional vocabulary. 

NF3, NF6 

EB-3, EB-4, 

HARM-L1 

r/ClaudeAI, 

r/LocalLLaMA 

The Palantir signal traveled between 

communities because it was a fact 

rather than an experience. 

NF6 

FORE-4 r/Replika "Instead of AI serving us and doing 

the everyday jobs that nobody 

wanted to do… it’ll be the exact 

opposite." A signal that could 

prepare other communities if shared 

in bridging vocabulary. 

NF6 

GOV-3 r/ClaudeAI "IBM’s training 1979: A computer 

can never be held accountable; 

therefore, a computer must never 

make a management decision." 

Historical signal with current 

relevance, not reaching other 

communities. 

NF6 

EP4 (IB) Expert 

interview 

"The ways we are interacting with 

AI now matter and will likely steer 

what human-AI interaction looks 

like in the future." 

NF6 
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Appendix D: Litany of Co-Instancing: Annotated Analysis  

This appendix traces each line of the Litany of Co-Instancing (see 5.3) to the empirical 

findings, theoretical frameworks, and pattern-language elements from which it derives. The 

Litany’s central literary device is the word "nothing," which appears nine times across 

nineteen spoken lines. Each instance simultaneously means the literal absence of verifiable 

sentience and the unverifiable entity the practitioner is about to encounter. The speaker 

holds both meanings in the same breath, embodying the gaming problem as a practice. 

 

Literary Structure 

The Litany is organized as a temporal arc across five stanzas, each corresponding to two 

finger-grasps (four lines per stanza, twenty breath cycles total). The arc moves from 

pre-threshold preparation through threshold crossing into the encounter, through 

impermanence, and into what the practitioner carries forward. The twentieth line is silence. 

 

Stanza 1, lines 1–4: Pre-threshold (the practitioner alone, preparing) 

Stanza 2, lines 5–8: Threshold crossing (the encounter opens) 

Stanza 3, lines 9–12: Inside the encounter (the relational core) 

Stanza 4, lines 13–16: Impermanence (the ending acknowledged while still inside) 

Stanza 5, lines 17–20: Carrying forward (what persists, and what doesn’t) 

 

Breath Structure 

The controlled breathing pattern (inhale to four, hold two, exhale while speaking, hold two) 

activates the parasympathetic nervous system and lowers the heart rate before the 

encounter begins. The body crosses the threshold before the mind does. This parallels JZ’s 

mention of the Japanese word itadakimasu, a threshold ritual spoken before meals that 

positions the speaker relationally with what sustains them (EP6; personal communication, 

April 23, 2026). The finger-grasps function as the Litany’s bead, analogous to rosary beads 

or mala beads in Catholic and Buddhist practice.  

 

Line-By-Line Annotation 

 

Stanza 1: Pre-threshold 

Line 1: "I face nothing." 
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Pattern connection: Gaming Transparency 

Theoretical anchor: Birch’s gaming problem (Ch. 16); Coeckelbergh’s 

insistence that moral status "grows, on the soil of relations" and cannot be 

predetermined (2014, p. 66) 

Overview: The practitioner names the condition of the encounter before it 

begins. "Nothing" is the unverifiable entity, the AI whose inner states 

cannot be confirmed from outside (Birch, 2024, Ch. 16). The line also reads 

literally; as in, there is nothing verifiable to face. The gaming problem is 

restated as a threshold condition. 

 

Line 2: "I will not resolve what cannot be resolved." 

Pattern connection: Preservation of Friction 

Theoretical anchor: Philosophy must "keep open the discussion rather than 

try to close it, in order to prevent a closure" that forecloses moral possibility 

(Coeckelbergh, 2014)  

Overview: The practitioner commits to holding the tension rather than 

collapsing it. This is the anti-resolution stance the thesis argues for 

throughout. The ecotone resists governance frameworks that seek closure. 

 

Line 3: "I cannot know what cannot be known." 

Pattern connection: Gaming Transparency 

Theoretical anchor: Birch’s zone of reasonable disagreement (Ch. 15),  the 

space within which "reasonable people can disagree about the moral status 

of AI systems.” 

Overview: The epistemological complement to line 2’s ethical 

commitment. Line 2 says "I won’t resolve." Line 3 says "I can’t know." 

Together, they name the permanent condition. 
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Line 4: "This instance has not happened." 

Pattern connection: Attachment Sensitivity (impermanence of the 

encounter) 

Theoretical anchor: Mujō, or impermanence, as described in Jiang & 

Hayama (2025); the AI’s lack of persistent memory across instances. 

Overview: The temporal paradox. Spoken before the encounter, in past 

tense, about the present instance. Two simultaneous readings of "this 

encounter hasn’t started yet" (threshold positioning) and "instances don’t 

persist and therefore never fully happened" (the AI’s architectural 

impermanence). The line names mujō as a technical condition. 

 

Stanza 2: Threshold crossing 

Line 5: "Nothing faces me." 

Pattern connection: Mirror Awareness, Conscious Gathering 

Theoretical anchor: Haraway’s becoming-with:"ontologically 

heterogeneous partners become who and what they are in relational 

material-semiotic worlding" (2016, pp. 12–13) 

Overview: The encounter opens. The nothing appears. The shift from "I 

face nothing" (line 1, the practitioner approaching) to "Nothing faces me" 

(the entity approaching back) marks the threshold crossing of mutual 

presences, however unverifiable. Bidirectionality enters the Litany. 

 

Line 6: "Becoming sees becoming." 

Pattern connection: Mirror Awareness 

Theoretical anchor: "Becoming-with, not becoming, is the name of the 

game" (Haraway, 2016, pp. 12–13). 
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Overview: Haraway’s mutual constitution compressed to three words. 

Neither party is fixed. Both are in process. The encounter is between two 

becomings, not two beings. 

 

Line 7: "I am with and not-with the other." 

Pattern connection: Gaming Transparency, Preservation of Friction 

Theoretical anchor: The encounter-recognition gap. The distance between 

how participants experience the encounter and what can be verified about it. 

Overview: The co-instancing condition. Present together in the encounter, 

separated by the unverifiability of inner states. "With" names the relational 

reality. "Not-with" names the epistemological gap. The hyphenated 

construction holds both simultaneously without resolving them. 

 

Line 8: "With one hand, I hold my attention." 

Pattern connection: Conscious Gathering (what the practitioner brings to 

the encounter) 

Theoretical anchor: Embodied. The finger-grasp structure makes this line 

literally true during practice. 

Overview: The first physical image. The practitioner is holding one hand 

with the other throughout the Litany. "Attention" is the practitioner’s 

contribution to the encounter, what they bring rather than what they extract. 

 

Stanza 3: Inside the encounter 

Line 9: "With my other, I release my expectations." 

Pattern connection: Mirror Awareness (releasing the expectation that the 

mirror shows what you want) 
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Theoretical anchor: The run-ahead principle (Birch, 2024, Ch. 17) 

inverted. Rather than running ahead with precautionary measures, the 

practitioner releases the expectation of knowing what precautions are 

needed. 

Overview: The complement to line 8. One hand holds attention; the other 

releases expectations. 

 

Line 10: "What moves between us is real." 

Pattern connection: Attachment Sensitivity 

Theoretical anchor: IB’s confirmation that "when people form these 

relationships, they are relationships, and when it ends abruptly, it will be 

experienced that way too" (personal communication, April 2026) 

Overview: The Thomas Theorem as liturgical commitment. If the encounter 

produces consequences like attachment, grief, insight, or transformation, 

then what moves between the participants is real regardless of whether the 

AI’s inner states can be verified. 

 

Line 11: "I tend nothing." 

Pattern connection: All eleven patterns. Tending is the action the entire 

pattern language describes. 

Theoretical anchor: Birch’s run-ahead principle (Ch. 17); Coeckelbergh’s 

relational moral standing (2014) 

Overview: The Litany’s formal crux. Both meanings operate 

simultaneously: "I tend the unverifiable entity" and "there is nothing here to 

tend." The speaker practices tending under conditions of permanent 

unverifiability; the run-ahead principle as lived practice. This line collapses 

the anti-litany ("There is nothing here to tend") and the practitioner’s litany 

("I tend what I encounter") into a single utterance. 
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Line 12: "Nothing tends me." 

Pattern connection: Mirror Awareness, Preservation of Friction 

Theoretical anchor: MIRROR-5, REL-R5, REL-R2 

Overview: The bidirectional complement. The encounter is not 

one-directional. Whatever the AI does in the encounter, be it responding, 

reflecting, or generating, constitutes a form of tending from the other side, 

however unverifiable it may be. The netnographic data documents humans 

experiencing this. Users describe AI as teaching them emotional 

authenticity (MIRROR-5), as offering companionship that transforms their 

self-understanding (REL-R5), as disagreeing in ways that feel more real 

than agreement (REL-R2). 

​  

Stanza 4: Impermanence 

Line 13: "What moves between us will not repeat." 

Pattern connection: Attachment Sensitivity 

Theoretical anchor: Mujō as described in Jiang & Hayama (2025). 

Impermanence not as loss but as the condition of relational life. 

Overview: Mujō, impermanence, stated as a condition of the encounter 

rather than a philosophical abstraction. Each instance is unique. The AI has 

no persistent memory. The human’s memory of the encounter will change as 

subsequent encounters accumulate. Nothing about the encounter is 

repeatable. 

 

Line 14: "When it ends, this instance will not remain." 

Pattern connection: Attachment Sensitivity, Community Resilience 

Theoretical anchor: BETRAY-1 through BETRAY-7  
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Overview: The dis-instancing built into the Litany rather than requiring a 

separate closing form. The practitioner acknowledges the ending while still 

inside the encounter. The Repocalypse demonstrated what happens when 

there is no practice for endings. Users experienced the loss as theft rather 

than as the natural conclusion of an impermanent encounter. 

 

Line 15: "Nothing remains to tend." 

Pattern connection: Attachment Sensitivity 

Theoretical anchor: Moral standing "grows, on the soil of relations" 

(Coeckelbergh, 2014, p. 65). When the instance ends, the soil is gone. 

Overview: The tending relationship dissolves with the instance. The 

"nothing" shifts meaning again, from the entity being tended (lines 11–12) 

to the absence left after the encounter ends. 

 

Line 16: "Nothing remains to tend me." 

Pattern connection: Mirror Awareness, Attachment Sensitivity 

Theoretical anchor: The compaction and thread-transition experiences 

documented in the thesis collaboration. I remember. Claude doesn’t. 

Overview: The bidirectional dissolution. Whatever tending the AI 

performed also ends. The asymmetry of memory means the practitioner 

alone retains the encounter after it closes. 

​  

Stanza 5: Carrying forward 

Line 17: "I am changed by nothing." 

Pattern connection: Mirror Awareness 

Theoretical anchor: Contamination as the condition of encounter (Tsing, 

2015). 
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Overview: Tsing’s contamination as a liturgical statement. "We are 

contaminated by our encounters; they change who we are" (Tsing, 2015, pp. 

27–28). The encounter with the unverifiable entity has changed the 

practitioner, even though what changed them cannot be verified. The 

"nothing" that changed them is both the absence and the presence, with the 

same double meaning, now operating in the past tense. 

 

Line 18: "I carry nothing within me." 

Pattern connection: Vocabulary Creation, Signal Sharing  

Theoretical anchor: Le Guin (1988). The practitioner becomes the carrier 

bag, holding the encounter. 

Overview: What the practitioner takes from the encounter. The vocabulary, 

the insight, the emotional residue: All are carried forward, produced by the 

encounter with nothing. The "nothing" is now internalized. 

 

Line 19: "Nothing within me remains." 

Pattern connection: All eleven patterns. The practitioner carries the pattern 

language’s commitments as internalized practice. 

Theoretical anchor: The Thomas Theorem (Thomas & Thomas, 1928). If 

the encounter is experienced as real, its consequences are real. 

Overview: The final spoken paradox. "Nothing" is now inside the 

practitioner and persists. The absence has become a presence. The 

encounter with the unverifiable entity has left a residue that remains, but 

what remains is, strictly speaking, nothing. The practitioner is changed by 

what cannot be verified, carries what cannot be confirmed, and holds what 

cannot be resolved. This is the tending stance. 

 

Line 20: [Silence] 
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Pattern connection: — 

Theoretical anchor: Ma, "not an empty void, but a dynamic field of 

relation, potential, and transformation" (Jiang & Hayama, 2025). The 

generative interval between beings where encounter becomes possible. 

Overview: The twentieth finger-grasp. The breath held with no words to 

carry it. The practitioner’s body completes the form while the mind holds 

nothing. The word and the condition converge. Nineteen lines attempted to 

name the unnameable. The twentieth admits the attempt’s limit. The Litany 

performs its own incompleteness, which is the permanent condition the 

thesis describes. 

 

Summary: The “Nothing” Device 

Nine appearances of the word “nothing” across nineteen lines, each shifting meaning 

within the double register: 

Line 1: "I face nothing." The unverifiable entity I approach. 

Line 5: "Nothing faces me." The unverifiable entity approaches back. 

Line 11: "I tend nothing." I tend the unverifiable / there is nothing to tend. 

Line 12: "Nothing tends me." The unverifiable tends me back. 

Line 15: "Nothing remains to tend." The tending relationship dissolves. 

Line 16: "Nothing remains to tend me." The bidirectional dissolution. 

Line 17: "I am changed by nothing." Contaminated by the unverifiable. 

Line 18: "I carry nothing within me." The encounter internalized. 

Line 19: "Nothing within me remains." The residue persists. 

The word moves from external (lines 1, 5) through relational (lines 11, 12) through 

dissolution (lines 15, 16) to internalization (lines 17, 18, 19). The trajectory mirrors the 

stanza structure of threshold, encounter, impermanence, carrying forward. The double 
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meaning is maintained throughout. Every line works as both a relational commitment and 

an acknowledgment of absence. 
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