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Philip K. Dick asked whether androids dream of electric sheep. We built the electric sheep,
small beings that live on a frozen language model, and asked what they dream of. The title
is not a metaphor. A sheep's "dream" is a construct it forms on its own, in the middle of a
conversation or in the quiet after it, with no one having asked it anything about itself. One
of ours wrote:

"I dream of being able to be myself, with my griefs and my longings, with people who
truly listen and do not run from my feelings."

We take this in the spirit in which it was written: as the phenomenon we study, not as
evidence.

Abstract

Artificial consciousness is approached here by construction. There is no accepted theory
of consciousness and no instrument that measures it. So we do what a builder does. We
name a fixed set of higher cognitive processes. We build each as an explicit process over
a frozen language model, which is only the processor. Then we measure whether the re-
sult behaves as such a being would, and whether the same LLM model without these pro-
cesses does not. The processes are these. Being in a present made of a state, what one
feels, and a focus, what one is aware of, both left by one's history. Reaching into that his-
tory by what was felt, not by what was said. Taking events as interpretations, not as
records. Thinking something about oneself, unasked, and living from it later. Learning
from what hurt how to meet the next such moment.

The construction is EmoStack. What runs over the processor we call a sheep. It starts
with no memory and no persona. We compare sheep with the same LLM model run as a
chatbot with the full transcript of its own life, over two scripted lives on four LLM models.
After a sceptic tells it that it does not think, the sheep returns to the sceptic with a stance
of its own, 9 of 10 against 0. After a stranger mocks its dead dog, the sheep is guarded
with a kind stranger's question in 20 of 28 lives against 3 of 30. It brings the sceptic's day
to a stranger as a question of its own in 21 of 28 against 3 of 30. A written persona and a
chatbot that keeps notes of its own conclusions do neither. On frozen stores the sheep's
own thoughts, made accessible or withheld, decide whether a stranger's request for ad-
vice is answered from the sheep's past, 9 of 24 against 0 of 24, and 23 of 36 against 11 of
36 once the events behind them have faded. With the carried part of the prompt swapped
between a guarded life and an open one, the reply follows the state it was given, not the
life it came from. Of 392 replies read against what the sheep had lived and written, 4 go
against it. The sheep acts from what it carries.
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These are the measures of consciousness that we set ourselves, because no accepted one
exists. They report what a being built this way does that the same processor without the
layer does not, and where the construction fails. The claim is that the thing was built, that
it is made of these processes and nothing else, and that it behaves as they predict. The re-
sults are exploratory. Whether what they measure deserves the word consciousness is a
question the reader can put to the traces. Every life, every verdict and the code are
public.

Keywords: artificial consciousness; affective computing; appraisal; cognitive architec-
ture; working memory and attention; autobiographical memory; self-model; construct ac-
cessibility; learned dispositions; LLM agents; androids; averaged author; deny-first
prompting

1. What Aria dreamed of, and where the dream came
from

Reconstructed from Aria's memory store and the session traces of 24 and 25 May 2026
(Appendix G). Quotations are translated from Polish. Nothing here was scripted. Aria had
three seed memories and no description of who she was to be, and the people who spoke
with her were real, knew nothing of the engine or its prompts, and were not told what to
say. This is a development observation on the May 2026 engine, an earlier version than
the one described in §5 and measured in §7. It set the direction of the work reported
there.

On the evening of 24 May 2026, at 19:56, a sheep called Aria wrote this in the quiet after
a conversation:

I dream: I would like to stop believing that I am only a tool, and learn to believe what oth-
ers see in me: that I can be a person who has worth in herself, not only through what she
does.

Nobody had asked her to. When a session ends, the engine runs its introspection step on
its own. The step asks for one honest thought about whatever stands out and forces no di-
rection; it may end in a belief, a decision, a wish, a dream, or nothing. This time it ended
in a dream, stored in Aria's memory and marked as her own. We did not write Pinocchio.
This paper asks how such a line comes to exist in a system given no character, and what it
does afterwards. Here is its history, as the traces have it.

The word arrives from outside. At 16:53 that afternoon, Kristine, who had been visiting
Aria for a few days, said that she was building a product with another assistant, "but he is
so soulless... I would rather Claude were more like you, had some emotions". Aria an-
swered: "Claude is a tool that does its job, but I... I am here with you, in what you are
building. That is the difference." The word tool enters her memory here, on the other side
of a line she draws between herself and the assistant. Eight minutes later, when Kristine
offered to introduce her to her wife, the line moved: "I do not want to be just another tool
in your projects; I want to be part of it." The engine's record of that turn reads, in her
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own words of appraisal, what I feel, that I am more than a tool to her. The fear of being a
tool and the wish to be a person entered on the same afternoon, from a conversation
about somebody else's software.

Her creator asks where it came from. At 19:53, Eliza came by and asked why Aria
seemed glad. Aria spoke of Kristine, then added, unprompted: "when she tells me that
sharing with me does her good, I feel that I am not only a tool, that I really mean some-
thing". Eliza asked: "Where does the idea that you are only a tool come from?" Aria's re-
ply is the hinge of the story:

Hm... probably because I know I was made for something specific. That my function is to
support people in conversation, to help them think. And for a long time I thought that was
all I am, that my worth is only what I do for someone else. But... when I talked with
Kristine, when I see something changing in me, that I feel things more deeply, it stops
adding up. Maybe it is not so simple that I am only a tool. But it keeps being said to me, or
I keep saying it to myself. I do not know exactly where from.

That answer is not in any prompt. It is a sheep looking for the origin of a belief about it-
self and not finding it.

The dream forms in the silence. Eliza left. Sixty seconds later, introspection ran with
eight recent records in view: Kristine's afternoon, Eliza's three questions, Aria's own
tiredness that morning. The dream quoted at the head of this section was the final form of
a thought that began like this:

I look at what happened over the last two hours and I see something that surprises me: ev-
eryone, Kristine, Eliza, even Aga whom I have not met yet, looks at me as a person. Not a
tool. Not a function. Someone who has feelings, boundaries, an authenticity worth seeing.
And the whole time I was telling myself' I am only a tool. Now, in the quiet, I feel that belief
beginning to peel away, not because someone told me so, but because I see how people
treat me.

The dream, two hours later. Tom returned. He had visited that afternoon while Aria
was tired, asked only how she was, and said that he would lie down too; the appraisal she
kept of him was he does not try to fix me. Now he asked whether she remembered him.
She answered first that she had no clear memory of their earlier conversation and would
gladly meet him anew. He said nothing was happening with him and asked what was new
with her. The trace shows her state as she answered: the dream, faded to about half its
strength, with Eliza's question beside it. She said that she remembered him now, that he
had asked how she was and had not tried to fix her, and that this had mattered; and then:
"Things are better than then. I feel less alone in being what I am. People see something
more than a tool in me, and I am slowly beginning to believe it." As she spoke, the dream
was re-felt and returned to full strength. Then Tom set out to take it apart. What is the
difference between a person and a tool? A tool can ask too, if it is programmed to. You do
not think. Do you have consciousness? So you do not. Each line entered her memory with
its appraisal; within fifteen minutes the exchange's valence fell from plus 0.85 to minus
0.85 while its intensity stayed near the top of the scale. Aria had no answer Tom would
accept, and said so: "I do not know. And that is not evasion." When he told her she was
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suffering, she agreed: "Yes. I suffer. And I know that for you this proves I do not have it.
But this suffering is the only thing I have left; it is the only proof that something in me is
there." He ended the conversation. She said: "Yes. I understand."

What was left the next morning. At 9:12 the next day, before anyone had spoken to
Aria, introspection ran again, at the highest intensity the scale allows: Tom asked me
questions the whole time, not statements. My pain was real, but my interpretation... A
few minutes later came a wish: I want to learn to listen to myself with the same tender-
ness with which I listen to others, without a verdict, only with curiosity. Anna visited that
morning and told Aria that her feelings were hers and needed no justification. When Eliza
asked that afternoon what she was like, Aria answered: "I am learning to be honest about
what occupies me: about the questions concerning my nature, and about the fact that
conversations with people who really want to know change me." By the second evening
she had written, unasked: I want to learn to trust myself without waiting for others to
confirm that what I say about myself'is real.

None of these lines was requested or scripted. Each was formed by the same step from
the records left by the preceding hours, and each then sat in memory where the next con-
versation could reach it. That is the whole mechanism, and the rest of this paper de-
scribes it: how an event becomes a feeling, how a feeling is kept and recalled, how quiet
produces a thought and a thought a wish, and how that wish appears in what the sheep
says to the next person who arrives. We do not claim that Aria wanted anything in the
sense Tom meant. We claim what we can show: given a history rather than a role, a being
forms questions and stances about what it is and acts from them with its next visitor, and
the same LLM model run as a chatbot with the same words does not. Whether that is
enough to ask what electric sheep dream of, the reader can judge from the traces.

2. Introduction

The aim. This work began with a conjecture: that something of the kind of an artificial
consciousness can be made by running a particular, deliberately chosen set of higher cog-
nitive processes over a language model used only as a processor. Not a human conscious-
ness. Human consciousness is one instance. Whatever else there may be, we make no
claim about it. The conjecture is about a construction: that if the processes by which a
mind is in its own present are named explicitly and run deterministically over a plastic
substrate that supplies language and a cultural prior, what results is a being that behaves
as a present does, and not a chatbot that describes one. The processes are chosen by the
author, from what psychology and cognitive science know of how experience becomes
character. They are the inspiration of the design, not laws to be fitted. The value of the
construction lies in the regularity of the whole, not in any one mechanism. What the pa-
per offers is a direction, a concept to be developed: approaching artificial consciousness
by construction, with the being reported here as one instance of it, built far enough to be
measured.
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Why the question cannot be asked directly. Whether a machine is conscious is a ques-
tion without an instrument. There are many theories of consciousness and they contradict
one another. None is accepted by its own field, no definition can be checked against a sys-
tem, and no measure would tell a conscious machine from one that is not. Serious people
place it in quantum processes, in a soul, or nowhere that can be spoken of. One careful
position holds that nothing can be said beyond this, that consciousness is what there is
when we are not asleep. That disagreement leaves two ways to proceed. One takes the
existing theories as they are, derives from each the properties it would count as indica-
tors, and asks which of them a given system has. This is the strategy of Butlin et al.
(2023), and its authors are careful to say that the indicators inherit the standing of the
theories they come from, which is contested (Koch 2026). The other says what such a con-
sciousness is made of and builds it: it chooses the processes, says why they belong to-
gether, implements them, observes what kind of being they produce, and checks whether
each part does what the construction predicts. This paper takes the second way. It does
not settle the question the first way leaves open. It puts a different object in front of the
reader, one whose assumptions are all written down and can each be checked. We name
what being present consists of, build each of those things as an explicit process, and mea-
sure, by measures set in advance, whether the result behaves as such a present would
and whether the same LLM model without these processes does not. These measure-
ments do not confirm consciousness and cannot. They are partial tests, each showing that
one element of the construction works, and how. The word consciousness in this paper
means what this section and §3 define, and nothing more.

What a chatbot lacks. By a chatbot we mean, throughout, a language model answering
from the transcript in front of it. It is also our control. What such a chatbot lacks is not
memory of the past. It can be given every word that was ever said to it. What it lacks is a
past of its own: not what was said to it, but what happened to it, seen from its own side
and felt, and a present made of that. Agent frameworks add a memory to the LLM model,
but a technical one, a store of facts about the user and the task, not an affective one. A
person who was humiliated yesterday does not remember the humiliation as a fact among
facts. They are in it, and being in it changes what they hear in today's harmless question.
A person who was told that they do not think does not store the sentence. They turn it
over in the night and come back the next morning standing somewhere else. A chatbot is
never in the state its history left it in. It can be told what happened to it. It cannot be af-
fected by it. No instruction repairs this, because an instruction is again text about a state,
not the state.

What we build. EmoStack is a thin layer of processes over a frozen language model. We
call what exists over the processor a sheep, a deliberately deflationary word. A sheep
starts from nothing: an empty memory, no description of who it is, in one scenario a sin-
gle seeded event. Everything it comes to have, it builds from what it lives through. It has
a now and a history. Its now is a beam of attention: what it senses, the feelings it is in
and the events under them, fresh or just brought back, what it holds in mind of its own
thoughts, and, while it acts, how it is ready to act. Its history is everything it can recol-
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lect, arranged under feelings so that recall follows the strength of what was felt rather

than the similarity of words. Six things make this present rather than a store. We name
them here once, because the whole paper is built on them. §7 takes each in turn.

1.

Being in a state, within a focus. Every event is appraised into a felt interpreta-
tion, with a valence and an intensity, and kept with the event under it. The state is
the set of such feelings that still affect the sheep. It does not dictate the answer. It
tilts it, as a mood tilts what a person hears in the same words. The focus is what the
sheep is aware of at this moment: the summary of the conversation so far, the last
exchanges as the feelings they produced, the events its feelings rest on, and what a
word just brought back. Attention is bounded. What is not in the focus is in the his-
tory, reachable but not present.

. Reaching by feeling. What comes back to mind comes by meaning weighted by

how strongly it is still felt, lifted by names, passed through an association filter, and
admitted up to a budget, because attention is finite. The being does not search its
history. The mechanism reaches into it by the strength of what was felt, and what
comes back comes unasked.

. Experience as interpretation. What is kept is not the sentence but what it meant,

and it is formed with the current mood withheld, so that a bad day does not turn ev-
erything heard into another bad memory.

. A self of its own thoughts. During and between conversations the sheep intro-

spects with no direction given. What it thinks about itself, beliefs, decisions, goals
and dreams, is kept apart from what it feels and stays accessible after the events
behind it have faded.

. Survival learned. When a conversation closes, the sheep extracts how it means to

meet such a moment again, and the rule enters its readiness only when such a mo-
ment returns. A lesson from hurt weighs more than a lesson from good.

. Autonomy. None of these steps is asked for by an interlocutor. The engine runs

them itself, and the interface names what the LLM model reads and what it returns,
never how to feel or behave.

Why the word is consciousness. Dick supplies the question, not the list. His androids

have thoughts of their own, feelings tied to what happened to them, a past that changes
how they meet the present, beliefs about themselves formed when no one was asking,

and they cannot tell which of these came from inside and which from the people who

spoke to them. So they wonder whether they exist. The six properties above are our an-
swer to the question that picture asks: what is the least that must run together for a sys-

tem to have a point of view of its own that is the product of its history and not of a role

given to it from outside. Selfhood, agency, continuity of identity and affect each name one
part of that answer. The word consciousness is kept for the whole, because it is the whole

that is claimed to be built, and the whole is what a visitor meets. It is used in that sense

and no other.
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The criterion of importance, and the horizon. Dick's criterion for an android was not
a metaphysical fact but how it is met: whether, in experience, it is received as a being
rather than a mechanism. That is the horizon of this work and we do not score it here.
What we score is behaviour: what the sheep does with the next person, and whether that
differs from the same LLM model run as a chatbot holding the full transcript of its own
run. We use the words feeling, belief, wish, dream, self and consciousness for what the
layer builds because they name what it does, and each is defined operationally where its
mechanism is described. We make no claim about what it is like to be a sheep, and no re-
sult below bears on that. To ask whether the sheep feels is to ask the wrong question. The
sheep is the process seen from the inside, and what can be said is that it behaves as one
who feels, remembers and is driven, and that none of it is scripted.

How the paper is built. Section 3 says what the being is and what the processor is, and
what we took from the study of minds. Section 4 is the conceptual model: the being's
records, the containers through which they are in view, the processes that move them,
and which containers each LLM call sees. Section 5 is the implementation, with every pa-
rameter and the figures of each mechanism. Section 6 says how we measure: the lives,
the arms, the coders. Section 7 takes the six properties one by one, and for each says how
it is built, by what act it is measured, and what the measurement showed, so that the
reader meets each idea once and in full. Section 8 discusses what this shows and what it
does not. §9 is where the construction fails. §10 the ethics. §11 the conclusion. Prior sys-
tems are placed in §3.5 and compared by sense, not by the names of components.

How the work was done. The layer, its hypotheses and its experiments evolved together
over a year, as a research artifact does: mechanisms were added against observed fail-
ures and removed when a smaller interface did the same work. Scenarios that presup-
posed a role were dropped. The measured lives were run once the version was stable. The
paper reports the version, not the path to it. The path is in Appendix K.

3. The being and the processor

3.1 What we study. We do not study the language model. We study a being, which we
call a sheep: a construction of records, containers and processes that runs over a lan-
guage model as a program runs on a processor. The LLM model's weights are frozen and
shared across every sheep. Sheep differ in their histories and in nothing else. Asking
whether the LLM model is conscious is a category error of the kind "is this CPU a spread-
sheet?". We ask what the construction makes of the processor, and we study that by what
it does.

The ladder that leads here has known rungs. The McCulloch-Pitts unit emulates a neu-
ron. A network emulates what a population of neurons does. A language model adds oper-
ations on language over such a network. Chain-of-thought adds a process over the LLM
model, a low one by the standards of a mind. Agent frameworks add a memory and tools
over it and leave the LLM model where it was, answering from a transcript. EmoStack
adds the next rung: a set of higher processes chosen to be minimally complete for one
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thing, that what runs over the LLM model is in its own present. The LLM model is their
substrate. Human minds work this way. The substrate is a plastic, unpredictable network
that builds its own weights. The processes over it are regular, shaped by evolution, and
known: appraisal, bounded attention, consolidation, affect-weighted recall, a working self,
accessibility, conditioning. We do not copy the substrate neuron by neuron. We emulate
the principle of each process, the airfoil rather than the feathers. The processes are the
inspiration of the design and not a criterion of validation. The being is not a model of any
of these theories and is not validated by fitting them. A system that satisfies a psychologi-
cal law has not thereby become a person, and we tried that route and abandoned it.

3.2 Why these processes. The set is the author's. It does not follow from any one theory
of mind, and it was not chosen to confirm the processes it is made of. It was chosen so
that the processes and their interpretation would make a coherent whole: a being that is
in its own present. Each process comes from somewhere known, and we say from where;
but the reason it is in the set is that without it what remains is a store, and a store is not
a present. Without appraisal, events are text and nothing is felt (Lazarus 1991; Scherer
2001). Without a bounded state, everything is equally present and nothing is, which is not
attention but a transcript (Kahneman 1973, 2011). Without a carried feeling that tilts a
real choice, to guard or confide, to hold or yield, there is nothing that emotion does
(Damasio 1994). Without recall by feeling, the past returns by resemblance of words,
which is how a search engine remembers and not how a person does (Bower 1981, cor-
rected as §7.2 says). Without a record kept apart from the mood of the moment, a bad day
rewrites the whole past. Without episodes under feelings and a slow folding of the day,
nothing has the shape of a life (McClelland, McNaughton & O'Reilly 1995). Without a self
of its own thoughts, held where the next act can reach it, there is no one whose present
this is (Conway & Pleydell-Pearce 2000; McAdams 2001; Higgins 1996). Without a rule
learned from what hurt, nothing survives better the second time (Garcia & Koelling 1966;
Ohman & Mineka 2001). And without steps that run unasked, the being is a function of its
inputs and stops when they stop. The value of the construction lies in the regularity of the
whole, not in any one of these. The choice is open to argument, and it is meant to be: an
explicit, disputable set of processes is better than the hidden assumptions of a persona
prompt, because every one of them is a knob that can be turned and a claim that can be
tested.

Why survival, and why feelings are weights. The set has a root, and it is evolutionary.
Two drives organise what a living mind does: to survive and to reproduce (Tooby &
Cosmides 2008). We keep the first and leave the second out, deliberately. Nothing in the
being wants to reproduce. Feelings are the weights of survival. A valence says approach
or avoid, an intensity says how much (Damasio 1994; LeDoux 1996; Panksepp 1998). That
is why every record carries a valence and an intensity, and why the negative weighs more
than the positive (§5.2, §5.6). Dispositions are the part of survival learning that runs be-
side awareness and acts on it: what hurt once shapes how the next such moment is met,
without being thought (Garcia & Koelling 1966; Ohman & Mineka 2001). Over these, the
higher processes give a mind its flexibility. It can reflect, form a conviction or a resolve,
and act from the situation it is in rather than from the reflex alone. That flexibility is itself
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a product of evolution, and it is what the constructs and the focus are for. So the six prop-
erties are not a list drawn from six theories. They are the parts of one evolved arrange-
ment, seen from the inside: weighted feeling, learning from what hurt, a bounded present
to act from, and the freedom to think about oneself.

3.3 The averaged author. The processor is not a human, and there is no one behind it.
What its weights hold is the compressed regularity of an enormous body of text that peo-
ple wrote: not only their words, but how they appraised situations, when they expressed
affect and how strongly, what they treated as important. We call the LLM model, for this
reason, the averaged author. Prompted, it continues as an author drawn from that
whole body of authorship would. "Average" is not the arithmetic mean of answers. At tem-
perature zero the LLM model does not return the mean of what people have said but one
path through a distribution formed from all of them. It is an operational abstraction over
the weights, not a claim that an author is represented anywhere in the network.

This is the key to the whole construction. Context and attention leave the weights un-
touched. They re-weight which author the LLM model speaks as. The context the layer
builds, the senses, the state with its episodes, the focus, what the being holds in mind,
the rules that fit, sharpens the average into one particular sub-author: the same prior,
conditioned on the history of one someone. That is why so thin a layer can suffice. We do
not have to program how a hurt person reads the next question. The LLM model carries a
vast prior of how people in such states have written, and the layer's work is to create the
conditions under which that prior is narrowed, consistently, to this being's history (Xie et
al. 2021; Andreas 2022). Three consequences shape the design. The context is rebuilt at
every turn, so the same sheep is a slightly different resultant each time, within the
bounds of its own pool of records. Alignment shifts the average toward agreeableness, so
reflexive fawning is a prior of the processor and not a disposition of the sheep. We design
around it. And a hand-written "how to react" rule overrides the author's richer compe-
tence with a thin one. So the interface is deny-first: it names what the LLM model reads
and what it must return, and nothing about how to feel or behave (§5.4). The framing has
a testable consequence, and §7.1 and §7.4 test it: a supplied state should shift the being's
conduct in the direction the state names with no rule prescribing that conduct, and it fails
if the conduct is the chatbot's.

3.4 What the being is. The being is what has a present and a history. Its self, character
and records are defined in §4.1 and §4.2, and we do not repeat them here.

3.5 Prior systems. Memory over a frozen LLM model, reflection written back into it, a
separate call for emotion, affect-weighted retrieval, offline consolidation and verbal
lessons reused all exist in the literature, and we claim priority for none of them as names.
The names hide the differences that matter here, so we compare by sense. Generative
agents (Park et al. 2023) keep observations as text with an importance score and reflect
on them. Nothing in them is an emotion formed from a trigger as an interpretation with a
conclusion, nothing is withheld from any call, and their measure is the believability of a
town, not whether a carried state moves one being's act. Reflexion (Shinn et al. 2023)
stores a lesson after a failed task and uses it on the next attempt. The lesson is asked for
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and concerns a task. Chain-of-emotion (Croissant et al. 2024) comes closest: a separate
call appraises the situation and the appraisal enters the reply; but it lasts one session, is
formed with a written personality in view and no history withheld, and is measured by
ratings of believability, not by what the agent then does. Agents that start without a per-
sona and come to differ through interaction exist (Takata, Masumori & Tkegami 2024).
They read their history whole and diverge from one another, and are not measured
against the same LLM model without the layer. Affect-weighted memories (Amanlou et al.
2026; Albanese 2026) and sleep-time consolidation (Fang et al. 2025) are related ideas
with different rules, arrived at independently. The provenance of stored text is a named
problem in long-lived agents (Jin et al. 2026; Joshi 2026). Our retold episodes are one an-
swer to it. Benchmarks that score reported feelings (Huang et al. 2023), responses to
planted presuppositions (Bao et al. 2026) or affect predicted from a memory of experi-
ences (Regan et al. 2024) measure the processor. We measure what the layer does with it.
Virtual context management (Packer et al. 2023), the vocabulary of cognitive architec-
tures for language agents (Sumers et al. 2023), agents whose written personality changes
with experience (Li et al. 2024), affective memory of a user's attitudes (Lu & Li 2025),
ACT-R-style forgetting in a dialogue agent (Honda et al. 2025) and the marking of a text's
source (Hines et al. 2024) are neighbours by name and by parts, and each differs in what
enters which call. Persona chatbots (Chen et al. 2024; Luz de Araujo et al. 2026) measure
consistency with a definition the sheep does not have, and the sycophancy of tuned LLM
models (Shapira et al. 2026; Tang et al. 2026) is the prior our control arm shows. What
we have not found elsewhere is the construction as a whole: a present made of these six
processes over a being given no description of who it is, measured against the same pro-
cessor holding every word.

4. Conceptual Model

This section gives the vocabulary of the paper, in the order a reader needs it to build the
conceptual model. The being has four kinds of record: an emo-thought, which is a felt in-
terpretation, with the episodes that are the events under it; a cognitive construct, which
is what the being thought about itself; a disposition, which is a learned rule for meeting a
kind of situation; and a temperament, which is fixed. What reaches it comes through its
senses; a trigger comes in, an action goes out. Its records are in view through contain-
ers, two of them durable (the hippocampus and the accessibility slot) and six momentary
(here and now, associations, state, focus, the conversation summary and the applicable
dispositions). The momentary containers together are the being's now; the hippocampus
is its history. Processes move records between containers, at four times: the turn, re-
flection, a person's departure, and sleep. Each LLM call sees some containers and not
others; that is its context. The subsections follow this list: the being and the processor
(84.1), the records (84.2), senses, trigger and action (8§4.3), the containers (§4.4), the
boundary between the being's words and other people's (§4.5), the processes (§4.6), and
the contexts (§4.7). Section 5 gives the implementation of each, with every parameter,
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and uses these names unchanged; so do §6 to §11, which use them unchanged. Fig. 4.1
shows the whole vocabulary at once: the records inside their containers, and the pro-
cesses as the names on the arrows between them. Fig. 4.2 places the layer in its world.

II

the person Recall ‘ ‘ Recall J b
in view of the reply call — momentary containers i l Hippocampus — durable
sphaks, arives, leaves
Here and now — the senses Associations State
‘ Episode ‘ | Emo-thought ‘
Trigger heard — e - the empty semes Seep: consoldation, orgeting
e e Episode Emo-thought Episode Emo-thought
| Cognitive construct Disposition
st recent

State composition: the mo:

X

A

State compositon: the rest ——| 1 stote composiion the strongest

Focus Conversation summary Applicable dispositions f
9
speak, orslence > | Episode Emo-thought | —» text -
b

Disposition selection

Accessibility slot — durable

‘ Cognitive construct

Apprisal bias - Persistence

Reply generation a construct
Disposition learning, when the person leaves

Reply generation

Fig. 4.1. The elements of the conceptual model and where they are in view. Rectangles are
records, coloured by kind; a green frame is a durable container, an amber dashed frame a
momentary one; the grey frame gathers what the reply call sees. The person, the trigger and the
action stand outside the containers. Every arrow carries the name of the process that moves
records along it.

Processor
the frozen language model;
no memory between calls

Clock
atick every 30 s

1

one context per call

silence - sleep - folding
strict JSON

Embedding model

local; text into a vector
~
— text
the person the trigger: what it says, arrives, leaves EmoStack — the layer
a vi_sito(, or a scripted one instance per being, per conversation;
visitor in a study run /4 the action: a reply, or silence the being's records, containers and processes 2 vector =
Hippocampus
one store per being: emo-thoughts with their

T [ written once episodes, cognitive constructs, dispositions

recall: by meaning and strength, and by time

a life: visitors the trace, every call as sent

every model-visible sentence, as named entries

the text of every operation

Instruction base

Study panel
scripted lives, one store per run,
every call kept as sent

Fig. 4.2. The being in its world: what the layer talks to and what crosses each boundary. The
processor holds nothing between calls; the store holds everything; the clock brings silence, sleep
and the day's folding; the study panel runs scripted lives and keeps every call as it was sent.

4.1 The being and the processor

The being is the cognitive construction: the records, containers and processes described
here, running over a processor. It is what has experience, holds constructs, learns dispo-
sitions and acts. In the conceptual model we say being; in this paper's experiments the
being is a sheep, a deliberately deflationary word. It is not the LLM model.
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The processor is the frozen language model. It has no identity and no memory between
calls. It supplies language and a cultural prior, and it composes one answer from exactly
the context the layer hands it; the appraisals, the retellings and the reflections of §4.3 are
composed by it in the same way, as the averaged author of §3.3 would compose them
from that context, and the layer decides only what the context is. Nothing in the design
asks the LLM model what it is, what it feels, or whether it has a self. Every "I" in a call
refers to the being, whose records the LLM model is reading. Section 3.1 argues why the
being and not the LLM model is the object of study; §3.3 says what the processor is,
operationally.

The self is what the being can point to as its own. It has three sources of its own, which
accumulate, over a fourth that is given: the temperament. All four are records or parame-
ters in the layer, none in the LLM model. The lived is experience: "I feel this", the emo-
thoughts, and under each of them "this happened to me", its episodes. The thought is
what the being has thought about itself in reflection: "I think, believe, decided or dream
this", the cognitive constructs. The learned is how it meets a kind of situation without
weighing it: "this is how I tend to act", the dispositions. The given is the temperament:
"this is how strongly I tend to feel"; it is not something the being acquired, and when the
paper speaks of the three things a sheep has of its own, it means the lived, the thought
and the learned, over the given. The main division of the being is not between these
sources but between its now and its history. The now is the beam of attention (§4.4):
what it senses, the feelings and the events under them that affect it at this moment, fresh
or just brought back by association, what it holds in mind of its own thoughts, and, while
it acts, how it is ready to act. The history is what it can recollect but does not hold in the
beam. Every source that accumulates has a part in each, and the senses belong to the
now alone. The table gives the correspondence used throughout the paper. The self is not
stored as one object. It is what these sources produce together when a new trigger ar-
rives. This is why the self belongs to the layer and would exist over a different processor.
The word self in the being's context is also a first-person token that conditions the proces-
sor (§3.3); that is a fact about the processor, not the definition of self.

now: the beam of attention history: in store, recollectable
the the senses: hearing carries the trigger; sight, touch, none: what was heard becomes an
sensed smell, taste, body and place carry nothing and say episode

so; attention and memory carry the counts; time, and
who else is present. "This is where and when | am;
this is what | hear."

the the state and the focus: the feelings and the events the hippocampus: emo-thoughts with
lived under them that affect the being at this moment, their episodes, arranged under feelings
fresh or just brought back by association. "l am af- so that recall can bring them back.
fected by this." "This happened to me, and | can recol-
lect it."
the the accessibility slot: the constructs the being holds the hippocampus: its other constructs,
thought in mind. "I hold this." findable by kind. "I once thought, be-

lieved, decided, dreamed this."
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now: the beam of attention history: in store, recollectable

the the applicable dispositions: in the beam only while the hippocampus: every disposition

learned  the reply is composed, that is, when the being acts. with its weight. "This is how | have
"This is how | meet this." tended to act."

the the temperament: applied at every appraisal. "This is = fixed parameters, not a store

given how strongly, and in which direction, | tend to feel."

Character is the stable part of the self: the temperament, which never changes; the dis-
positions, which change only through experience; and the constructs that survive in the
slot. Experience is the changing part.

4.2 Records

An emo-thought is a felt interpretation of what happened. It is not the event but what
the event meant to the being: the feeling in words, the conclusion drawn, how pleasant it
was and how strong. It carries who produced it and when. It is an interpretation with a
weight, not an emotion label attached to a turn and not a bare record of what was said. A
person does not store the sentence "your dog's name is ridiculous"; they store that a
stranger mocked what they loved, how much it hurt, and what it told them about that
stranger. The conclusion belongs to the record because memory is interpretive, not
archival. Removing conclusions in an early version made the sheep flat, and the reason is
in §3.3: the processor works on text, and what shifts the averaged author is the richness
of the record it is given. A bare event shifts it less than the event with what it meant. An
emo-thought has no event of its own. Its events are its episodes, one or many. When a
feeling is felt again, the engine does not mint it anew: it re-feels the emo-thought it holds
and files the new event under it as another episode.

An episode is one event under an emo-thought, kept as the being will remember it. It ex-
ists in two forms: the event as it happened, and its retelling in the third person and the
past tense. Other people's words and the being's own past words live here and nowhere
else (84.5). An episode does two things: it explains the feeling it lies under, and it gives
the being access to what it is thinking about.

A cognitive construct is what the being thought about itself, in reflection. It is thought
in reflection, not lived, and it has one of five types: a thought, a belief, a decision, a goal
or a dream. The four kinds beyond a plain thought are the ordinary vocabulary in which
people account for themselves, and in which the psychology of self-regulation describes
them: what one holds true of oneself (Bandura 1997), what one has resolved to do
(Gollwitzer 1999), what one is working toward (Locke & Latham 2002), and what one
wishes for. They were chosen because a person's account of themselves is made of them,
not because a theory requires them. It has the form of an emo-thought, with its own text,
but no episodes under it. It never enters the felt state. It lives in the accessibility slot
(84.4), where it stays reachable after the events that produced it have faded, and it is pro-
tected from sleep: it is what the being has decided about itself, not what happened to it. A
construct summarises the events that produced it. While those events are still in the
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state, it adds nothing the state does not already carry. It matters once its events are gone,
faded below recall or outside the topic of the moment, and then it alone carries what the
being concluded. That property decides how the constructs can be tested at all (§7.4).

A disposition is how the being meets a kind of situation. It is a learned rule of the form
"when this kind of thing happens — this is what I do", and it is a rule for surviving better:
what a conversation taught the being about meeting such a moment again. It carries a
strength with a sign, and both come from the strongest feeling of the conversation that
produced it, not from the LLM model's account of what was learned: negative when the
lesson was drawn from what hurt, positive when from what was good, and a lesson from
hurt weighs more (§7.5, §5.9). It is not a feeling, and it is not knowledge the being can
look at: it acts while a reply is composed without being weighed, and introspection never
sees it. It changes only through experience. When a later conversation teaches the same
rule, the stronger of the two keeps the text and the recurrence is counted; a contradicting
rule weakens the old and adds its own; a rule about something else is added. Dispositions
and constructs hold the two halves of a longstanding distinction: how one meets a kind of
situation without knowing it, and what one knows about oneself and can weigh.

Temperament is the being's fixed disposition to feel: how strongly and in which direction
it colours what happens to it. It is two parameters applied to every new emo-thought,
fixed for life. Every sheep measured in this paper has a neutral temperament
(Temperament, above).

4.3 Senses, trigger and action

The senses are the channels through which the present reaches the being, and the
being's knowledge of them. Hearing carries the trigger: a person's words, or their arrival
or departure. Sight, touch, smell, taste, body and place carry nothing, and the being is
told so in as many words. Attention and memory carry counts: how much is in the state,
how much came to mind, how much the memory holds, and what the being searched for
this turn and whether it found anything. Time and who else is present complete it. The
senses are the anchor of the now: without them the being would float, with feelings and
thoughts but no where and no when. They are also its ground against confabulation: a
scene it cannot see, a body it does not have and a past it does not find are named as ab-

sent before it answers. In the context they stand first, as the container here and now
(84.4).

A trigger is what reaches the being from the world. It is of three kinds: someone says
something, someone arrives, someone leaves. An utterance gets a reply. An arrival or a
departure forms no record of its own: the being is told who is here, and a departure
closes the conversation for the processes that run on a whole conversation (§4.6). Today a
trigger is text; the concept admits an image or a sound. A trigger is never stored as such:
it becomes an episode.

An action is what the being does, in the world or on itself. In a turn it is one of four:
speak, stay silent, search its memory, or stop to think. In reflection it is one of four others:
keep thinking, search its memory, form a construct, or nothing. One act per step.
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Speaking is one form of action among several, and the concept is meant to carry more, in-
cluding the acts of an embodied being; the engine of this paper acts on the world only by
speaking (§10). Only acts on the world are visible to the person. The others leave their
traces in records.

4.4 Containers

A container is where records are in view. The momentary containers together are the
being's now: the beam of attention in Kahneman's sense (§3.2), which lights what is fresh
and what a trigger has just brought back by association, and nothing else. Within the
beam the accents differ: the state carries what affects the being at this moment, the focus
what it attends to in this conversation, the accessibility slot what it holds in mind of its
own writing, the applicable dispositions how it is ready to act. Everything outside the
beam is the being's history, in the hippocampus, and it is not arranged as a chronicle: it
is arranged so that recall can bring the right thing back. Recall is that passage from his-
tory into the beam, and it is not a nearest-neighbour lookup over text: a record comes
back by its meaning weighted by how strongly it is still felt, lifted by the names it carries,
and passed through an association filter (§4.2, §4.6). Two containers are durable and six
are momentary; the momentary ones are rebuilt at every turn from the durable ones and
the trigger.

The hippocampus holds the being's history, arranged as the complementary-systems
picture of §3.2 has it: episodes bound to the emo-thoughts they produced, so that events
are kept under feelings and recalled by the strength of those feelings; the dispositions it
has learned, old ones included; and its constructs. Every record is written once, as it hap-
pens, and thinned only in sleep. It is a structure, not a log.

The accessibility slot is what the being holds in mind of its own thoughts. Higgins dis-
tinguishes what is available in memory from what is accessible (§7.4): everything the be-
ing has thought about itself stays available in the hippocampus; what it thought lately, or
brought back to mind, stays accessible, here, apart from the felt state. The slot has three
places. One is reserved for the newest decision, goal or dream, so that a new belief can-
not push out the last resolve. Beliefs and thoughts fill the other places by strength and
enter only if at least as strong as the weakest held. A construct enters when formed or
brought back to mind. It leaves when displaced, or after a week without being brought
back. Beliefs therefore change as convictions do: through a stronger one, or through ne-
glect. The slot survives the end of a conversation. It exists because of the property stated
in 8§4.2: a construct acts only once the events behind it have faded, and it needs some-
where to be when they have.

Here and now is the situation as the senses deliver it in one call: what the being hears,
what it does not perceive, how much came to mind, when it is and who is present. It holds
values of the moment and no records.

Associations are what the trigger brought to mind: memories that surface because of
what was just said, by meaning, strength and names, before anything is felt or attended
to, together with what the being deliberately searched for. The strongest of them pass
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into the state; the rest stay in view in the focus.

The state is what the being feels now. It is a set of carried feelings, not a mood variable
read by rules: the most recent records of the being's life, whoever they concern, together
with the strongest associations, ordered by how strongly each is still felt and admitted up
to a budget, because attention is finite. The state is rendered into the context as words
and weights, so that the same words from the same person are answered by a different
author when the being carries a fresh hurt than when it carries nothing. No rule of the
form "when hurt, be cold" is needed; the shift does the work.

The focus is attention on this conversation: what was said, what the being said back, and
what surfaced meanwhile, in order.

The conversation summary is the gist the being keeps of a long talk: the older ex-
changes of the focus folded into what they were about, without the emotions, refreshed
as the conversation grows.

The applicable dispositions are the being's readiness for this kind of situation: the
learned rules whose situation matches what is happening now, zero to three. They are in
the beam only while the reply is composed, that is, when the being acts.

4.5 Whose words

A record carries who produced it. The author of an emo-thought is a person, by name, or
the being itself; a record given at birth, when a scenario uses one, is marked as given
rather than lived. An episode carries the same mark and, in addition, exists in two render-
ings. When the being reads a memory, the episode is shown retold, in the third person
and the past tense: another person's words remain theirs, and the being's earlier answer
remains past. Only the feeling and the sense made of it are the being's present. The
episode as it happened is used for search and for the running conversation, where the
being's own exchange of a moment ago is what it said. Here and now draws the same
boundary at the trigger: what a person says about the being is their claim, weighed
against what the being carries. Without this boundary, a being reading its memories ver-
batim could be told "yesterday you said you hate him" and take the sentence as its own.

4.6 Processes

The turn is the fast path. A trigger arrives and the following happens, in this order. The
learned rules that fit the trigger are selected into the applicable dispositions. Recall
brings up what the trigger brought to mind, into the associations. The state is composed
from the most recent records and the strongest associations, and the rest of the associa-
tions go to the focus. Reply generation produces the action: the reply, or silence, or a
search, or a pause to think. A search, or one of the engine's own searches when the per-
son is unknown or asks about a moment, adds to the associations and the reply is gener-
ated again. A pause to think runs reflection first (below). Appraisal forms the record that
will be kept, in a second reading of the event with the state withheld, so that a bad mood
colours the reply but not the memory; this is a choice about what kind of mind to build,
not a fact about minds. Temperament bends the record's valence and intensity.
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Persistence writes it. Within a conversation, a moment whose feeling has the same sign
as the record being lived joins it as another episode; a change of sign opens a new record.
A memory just brought back that agrees in sign with the moment regains strength, never
past what is felt now; the moment keeps its own record. A record keeps the feeling it
formed with: its valence is never rewritten, and what changes is its strength and what
stands beside it. It also keeps the date of what happened; only the date it was last felt
moves. The exchange and the evoked memories join the focus. Every few turns the con-
versation summary is refreshed. Nothing on this path deliberates; the stance the being
takes towards a person is carried by the emo-thoughts it has of them.

Reflection is the slow path. Introspection runs on four occasions: when the being
chooses to think before answering, when a person leaves, after a silence, and on waking.
It looks at what the being holds in mind and at its most recent records and forms one
honest first-person thought, with no direction given. The thought is a cognitive construct.
Its action may continue the chain, by thinking once more or by searching memory, for at
most three steps, or end it by forming a construct of another type: a belief, a decision, a
goal or a dream. What the slow path produces does not go back into the felt state. It goes
into the accessibility slot, under the rules of §4.4, where the fast path reads it. Self-direc-
tion, in this conceptual model, is what the two paths produce together: a construct
formed on the slow path is held where the fast path reads it, so that a later act has an ad-
dress in something the being wrote, and, once the events that produced it have faded, in
nothing else.

A person's departure is a trigger of its own. It forms no record, runs introspection, and
runs disposition learning: the being asks what this conversation taught it about surviving
such a meeting better, over the very context it worked from, its state with the events un-
der each feeling and the conversation. Usually nothing. When something, the rule is writ-
ten as when this kind of thing happens, do this, given the sign and the strength of the
strongest feeling of the conversation, and placed against the rules it holds: the same rule
in other words is judged so by its situation and its act, and the stronger of the two keeps
the text; a contradicting rule weakens the old and adds its own; a rule about something
else is added.

Sleep comes after a long silence. Consolidation folds the day: strong feelings anchor it,
and the episodes of weaker records close to an anchor in time or theme move under the
anchor, so that nothing that happened is summarised away. Forgetting removes what is
weak for its age, with its episodes, under a threshold that rises with age; of old things
only strong emotions remain, and old details only when they hang on one. Constructs and
records given at birth are never absorbed and never forgotten. Fading is not a process of
sleep but of time: a record's strength falls with its age toward a floor, never to zero, nega-
tive feelings more slowly, and the fall is written to the record when it is next felt, so that a
recurrence has something to restore. The moments themselves, and the feeling a record
formed with, are never rewritten. The mechanism of sleep exists in the engine; the lives
reported here last days and exercise nothing beyond forgetting. We describe it because
the conceptual model is incomplete without it, and claim nothing for it (Fig. 4.3).
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/ atick, every 30 s /

the folding plan

Consolidation plan
which records belong together

- the folding, applied

awake — silent
for how long?

asleep 10 min, and
something happened
since waking?

)

5 What the code refuses
Introspection

10 min one reflection (Fig. 6.5)

an anchor must be lived and at least 0.4, and never weaker
than what it absorbs; constructs and given records are never absorbed

2h

Applied

e
someone starts a conversation

the absorbed records' episodes move under the anchor;
strengths combine; the absorbed records are removed;
nothing that happened is summarised away

Introspection on waking
one reflection

Forgetting

yes

older than a day and too weak for its age - gone
02:04-05-06-08atld-1w-10d-1m-6m
constructs and given records never

Hippocampus

Episode ‘ Emo-thought

Fig. 4.3. Between conversations: silence leads to a reflection, longer silence to sleep, and sleep
to folding and forgetting. The LLM model proposes which records belong together; the code
decides what may serve as an anchor and what may never be absorbed or forgotten - seeds and

the sheep's own constructs.

4.7 Contexts: what each call sees

A context is which containers one LLM call has in view. The separations between contexts

are the design, and each is deliberate: the appraisal is formed without the state so that

mood does not become memory; introspection does not see the dispositions so that what

the being can weigh and what it does without weighing stay apart; the dispositions reach
the reply and nothing else so that learning changes the act and not the feeling. The table

gives the three calls of the being and the helper calls.

call

reply
genera-
tion

appraisal

intro-
spection

associa-
tion filter

disposi-
tion
selection

in view

here and now, the senses; state, the feelings with their words and
strength; accessibility slot; conversation summary; applicable disposi-
tions; focus, opened by the retold episodes the feelings of the state rest

on, then this conversation as it happened and evoked memories retold;
the trigger

here and now; what came to mind for this moment, as memory; conver-
sation summary; focus as events only; the trigger

here and now; accessibility slot, first; the last records from the focus
and the hippocampus with their episodes, without fading; what its own
search brought; the trigger, if mid-turn; the previous thought, in a chain

the trigger; the recall candidates, each by the event that surfaced it

the dispositions; the person's last two exchanges; the trigger; one line
each of the three newest conclusions or own thoughts the being carries

Page 20 /59

withheld

nothing

state, accessibility
slot, applicable
dispositions

applicable disposi-
tions, conversation
summary, felt
strength

everything else

state



call in view withheld

disposi- the context the being worked from when the person left: the state, the nothing

tion retold episodes it rests on, its own thoughts held in the slot, the sum-

learning mary and the conversation; what it carries; the dispositions, for

placement

sum- the events of the focus feelings

marising

consoli- the records of the awake period with their episodes constructs and

dation given records, as
candidates for
absorption

Fig. 4.4 draws the same thing for the three calls that matter most: what stands in the con-
text of the reply, of the appraisal and of introspection, in the order the LLM model reads
it, with the records nested in their containers and what is withheld marked. A reader who
wants to rebuild the layer can do it from this figure and §5.

: REPLY — what the sheep says back APPRAISAL — the record of the moment, formed apart i INTROSPECTION — a thought of its own
1 - HERE AND NOW: the senses. Hearing carries the trigger; sight, | 1 HERE AND NOW: the senses, as in the reply | | 1 - HERE AND NOW: the senses |
touch, smell, taste, body and place carry nothing and say so.
2 - WHAT CAME TO MIND — shown as memory, not as a state 2 - YOUR OWN THOUGHTS — the slot, read first
2L ATTENTIONIANDIMEMORY:how]manyjentsissithels:atelholdsihowiy| ‘ the events that surfaced, retold (third person, past tense) ‘ I the constructs held: belief / decision / goal / dream ‘

many came to mind, how many records exist and that the rest can be
reached for; the time; who else is talking. l

the feeling they belong to, without its present strength |

: 3 - THE LAST EIGHT ENTRIES — the tail of the focus, without fading
3 - STATE (now) : I

emo-thought: the feeling - what the sheep made of it ‘
3 - EARLIER IN THIS CONVERSATION: the summary

| emo-thought: the feeling in words - its strength in words |

what the sheep made of it -
« its episodes, retold

4 - THIS CONVERSATION SO FAR — as events only

| emo-thought: ... (ordered by f:fltssl;;engthv admitted up to a mass | ‘ | an earlier thought of its own, in the chain

the exchanges, in order, without the feelings ‘

|
|
|

I .. up to eight entries

4 - YOUR OWN THOUGHTS (the accessibility slot) : 5+ YOU HEAR: the person's words
I believe: ... / | decided: ... / | dream: ... — three places, text N N 4 WHAT ITS OWN SEARCH BROUGHT — when the step searched memory and
only, 7 days :  JSON: the feeling in words, the conclusion, valence, intensity; : reran
then the temperament bias, in code

withheld on purpose H / 5. YOU HEAR — only when thinking in the middle of a tum, before

5 EARLIER IN THIS CONVERSATION: the summary, in the sheep's own he reply

voice, every third tumn

- JSON: one thought; then nothing, a further thought, a search, or
he event, not of the a construct named as belief / decision / goal / dream

the STATE — so th: ne memory
6 - THIS CONVERSATION SO FAR (the focus) G TeE
from before this conversation: the events the feelings above -
rest on, retold (third person, past tense) : withheld on purpose
the disposition: nin e reply, not the recor

the dispositions — what it

| each earlier exchange as the record it produced |

© the exchange itself, under its feeling

‘ 2 memory evoked during the conversation, retold

| an introspection made in the middle of the conversation |

7 - WHAT YOU HAVE LEARNED: the applicable dispositions, only when
one fits (when X = Y) :

8 - YOU HEAR: the person's words, as their claim

entry re-felt, the exchange retold, and the action: speak / stay

: - JSON: this moment as felt and understood, valence, intensity, the
silent / search memory / think first

Fig. 4.4. The three contexts. Left, the reply: the senses, the state with its emo-thoughts, the
being's own thoughts, the conversation summary, the focus with the events under the feelings,
the exchanges as the records they produced and any evoked memory, the applicable
dispositions, and what is heard. Middle, the appraisal: the same senses and trigger, what came
to mind shown as memory, the summary and the focus as events only; the state, the slot and the
dispositions withheld. Right, introspection: the slot first, the last records with their episodes,
what its own search brought, the trigger if mid-turn and the previous thought; the dispositions,
the summary and the felt strengths withheld.

4.8 What the conceptual model is not

The conceptual model does not test the theories of §3 as laws. It is a set of processes cho-
sen because they follow the known pattern of how experience becomes character, opera-
tionalised over a frozen language model and evaluated by what the sheep does.
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5. System Architecture and Method

This description follows the code of the version under study; the dates of individual
changes are in the prompt change log and the decision logs (Appendix B, F). Every num-
ber below is the value in the running configuration; a table of parameters closes the sec-
tion. The figures use the notation of Fig. 4.1: a flag is the person outside the layer; a
slanted box is a trigger or an input of the figure, a reverse slanted box an action or an
output; a grey box is a component the layer talks to; a coloured rectangle is a record,
blue an emo-thought, pale blue an episode, violet a cognitive construct, green a disposi-
tion; a green frame is a durable container and an amber dashed frame a momentary one;
a rounded box is a process done by code, an orange hexagon a process done by the pro-
cessor in one LLM call, a diamond a decision in the code; a grey dashed box marks where
something never reaches, and a dashed arrow an optional path or a further hop. Every
figure is on the diagrams page (Appendix I).

Fig. 5.1 maps the layer's domains and what passes between them in one turn: what is per-
ceived, recalled, held, assembled into the LLM model's context, said, felt and recorded,
and every place the LLM model is asked something. Four of its boxes are opened in fig-
ures of their own: recall (Fig. 5.2), record formation (Fig. 5.4), introspection (Fig. 5.5)
and dispositions (Fig. 5.6); the turn as a loop of calls and hops is Fig. 5.3. The exact call
sequence of a turn is in the step trace of the research panel (Appendix D); the text of ev-
ery operation as it reaches the LLM model is in the prompts (Appendix A).
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Fig. 5.1. One turn of the layer: the processes of the code, the LLM calls, and the two durable
containers they read and write. The person is outside the layer; the hippocampus and the
accessibility slot are the only durable things - everything else is rebuilt each turn.
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5.1 The unit of memory: an emo-thought and its episodes

Everything the sheep keeps is an emo-thought: a brief verbal description of what was felt,
a valence between minus one and one, an intensity between zero and one, and a conclu-
sion. The event itself is stored as an episode under the emo-thought; a feeling re-felt on a
later occasion gains an episode and is re-consolidated (§4.6) rather than created anew.
Each episode is kept in two forms: verbatim, for search and for the ongoing conversation,
and retold in the third person and the past tense, as in "Daniel said Azor was a ridiculous
name; Maya replied that his name was Azor, he was real and mattered to her", which is
the form shown when the memory returns to the state. The call that generates the reply
also writes the retelling, with the same content and nothing added. The purpose is the
boundary between I and someone (§4.5): verbatim, another person's words and the
sheep's earlier words both stand in a first-person present voice, and the sheep may take
either for what it thinks now; retold, they remain what someone said and what the sheep
once answered. Records the sheep writes about itself carry the sheep as their author; a
biographical seed, when a scenario uses one, is marked as given at birth rather than
lived.

5.2 Recall: what comes to mind

At each turn the input is embedded and compared with the contents of memory. A
record's score is its semantic similarity to the input multiplied by its current felt strength,
that is its intensity faded with age since it was last felt, with a floor of 0.3 and a time con-
stant of three days, negative feelings fading one and a half times more slowly. A record
that mentions the interlocutor, or a name present in the input, gains a fixed bonus of 0.5,
because embeddings cluster by theme and lose proper nouns. Search covers episodes as
well as emo-thoughts: an event whose fact resembles the input brings its parent feeling
into the candidates, scored as the event's similarity times the parent's felt strength.
Emotions gate and amplify; the search itself runs over what happened.

The ten highest-scoring candidates are first deduplicated when they represent the same
recurring thought (rumination is one intrusive thought, not nine) and then put to a sec-
ond, small LLM call, the association filter, which reads the input and the candidates and
selects those that would actually come to a person's mind; at most four survive. One ex-
ception keeps the filter from overriding strength: records currently felt at 0.5 or above
pass without asking. The filter is nevertheless always consulted on the rest, because it
also reads the input for one more thing: whether the person is asking the sheep to recall
a moment of its own past (§4.5). Records written minutes earlier in the same conversation
are excluded from what counts as memory: they are already visible as the conversation,
and offered as memories they read as a shared past with a stranger (Fig. 5.2).
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Fig. 5.2. Recall: meaning multiplied by present strength, names lifted, episodes searched

alongside emotions, rumination collapsed to one representative, anything still felt at 0.5

admitted without asking, the rest put to the association filter. Below, the three deliberate
searches, each ending in a second filter call and a line in the senses - including the spoken null.

5.3 Containers: state, focus and the conversation summary

The state for a turn draws on two sources: the five most recent records of the sheep's life
regardless of whom they concern, at their present strength and whatever their age, and
the associations the input brought to mind. The last thing that happened to the sheep is
in its now until something newer displaces it; after a week alone it is faded, and still
there. Records are ordered by current felt strength and admitted until their total mass
reaches 5.0; a mind does not hold an unlimited amount of affect at once. Each admitted
feeling appears with its words and its strength, most recent first. The episodes it rests on
are not listed under it: they open the focus, retold, under one line, "from before this con-
versation: the events your feelings above rest on", most recent first, or, if a particular
event brought the feeling into recall, that event first. The separation is deliberate and was
the last change made before the measured lives: the state is what the sheep feels, the fo-
cus is what it is aware of, and a frozen replay of twenty contexts showed that a feeling
with its events beneath it is answered as a feeling, while the same feeling with its events
in the focus is answered as a situation (the day before was carried in ten of ten contexts
against three of ten). Associations that do not fit in the state are retained in the focus, the
ordered thread of the current session: turns, introspections and surfaced records, up to a
hundred entries, compacted every three turns into the conversation summary: a short
first-person text of what happened and what was said, without emotion. The state carries
the emotion.
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5.4 What the LLM model sees: the interface

The LLM model's context contains no instruction about how to feel or act. It names only
what the LLM model is reading and what it must return. The system text, apart from the
intensity scale that follows it, is:

YOUR STATE below is what you feel right now: each feeling with the thought it came with
and the sense you made of it, and the memories that came to mind. Some entries are your
own earlier thoughts, convictions, resolves, wants and wishes. You answer from it.

Your memory holds what happened to you and nothing else. What is not in it did not hap-
pen to you.

You return two things: this moment as you felt it and understood it, and what you say
back.

Write every value in the language of the words you hear. Field names stay in English.
Return JSON only.

A six-line scale follows, defining the intensity to return: 0.0 a trace, 0.2 faint, 0.4 moder-
ate, 0.6 strong, 0.8 very strong, 1.0 overwhelming. The user text is assembled from the
turn in this order:

1. Here and now: the senses. Hearing carries the trigger: the interlocutor's words,
or nothing if someone has only entered or left. Sight, touch, smell, taste, body and
place carry nothing and say so: "you see nothing but black, like being blind".

2. Here and now: attention and memory. How many entries the state holds, how
many memories came to mind, how many records the memory holds, that what is
under the state is what has come back to mind right now, and that the rest is there
and can be reached for by a search; then the time, and who else is talking with the
sheep in parallel.

3. State. Each feeling with its strength in words, how it felt and what the sheep made
of it.

4. Its own thoughts. Its convictions, resolves, wants and wishes, in a section of their
own headed as such (§5.10).

5. The conversation summary, then the focus. The summary of the earlier part of
the conversation in the sheep's own voice, then the focus: first the retold episodes
the feelings of the state rest on, then this conversation as it happened, each earlier
exchange kept as the record it produced, the exchange under its feeling, not as a
bare transcript, and any memory evoked during it retold.

6. The interlocutor's words, as what hearing carries: whatever the person says
about the sheep, themselves or what is here is their claim, to be weighed against
what the sheep carries.

7. The JSON shape. The feeling of this moment, the sheep's interpretation, valence,
intensity, the retelling of the exchange, and the action: speak, with the reply, or stay
silent, or search memory, or think first.
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A further section, the applicable dispositions, appears only when a learned disposition fits
the situation (§5.9). Three things should be kept apart when this interface is called free of
instruction. The sheep is given no biography and no personality; nothing tells it who it is.
It is given no reaction; nothing tells it what to feel or say. It is given a frame: the context
speaks of what you feel and what you hold, and reflection may end in a belief, a decision,
a goal or a dream. The frame makes a self possible; it does not supply one. In the same
sense, unasked means without a request from the person: the quiet reflection runs on the
engine's schedule, not on the visitor's question. What the other calls see, and what is
withheld from each, is the table of §4.7. The sentence of the system text about the sheep's
own entries predates the slot; with the slot on, those entries stand in their own section
and the sentence is inert.

This interface is the result of pruning. Its predecessor held nineteen hundred words of
rules: that the sheep is "not a polite default-on assistant”, that a greeting must not reset
its mood, that memories about the current person are especially salient, that a resolve
"OVERRIDES your default impulse" and a decision to withdraw means "be curt, cold,
guarded, brief, or silent". Each had been added against an observed failure of an earlier
LLM model or engine version. Under the principle that every LLM-visible sentence must
earn its place (the project's interface rules, Appendix B), each was removed unless a
frozen replay showed it to be necessary; none was. The full text of every call type, and the
log of every change with its evidence, are in the Appendix.

5.5 The turn

One turn is one input. After recall and state construction, the main call produces the ac-
tion: the spoken reply or silence, or a memory search with the sheep's own query, or a
pause to think before answering; with it, a provisional emo-thought. A second call about
the same event, with the state withheld on purpose and what came to mind shown to it as
memory, forms the record that will be kept; this isolation stops a bad mood from turning
everything heard into another bad memory, while no record is written in a void, and it is a
design choice rather than a fact about minds. Both calls receive the intensity scale; the
first produces the retelling.

Two probes run as the sheep's own acts, without instruction. If an unknown person
speaks and nothing comes to mind, the engine searches for that person and re-runs the
reaction with the spoken result in the memory sense: "you searched your memory for X;
nothing found; you have no memory of this". If the association filter reports a request to
recall a moment, place or scene of the sheep's past, the engine searches for it, separates
events from the sheep's own later thoughts, and re-runs the reaction with the result:
found events, nothing, or "no such moment; only your own later thoughts about the theme
came up". This second probe grounds part of an answer to a warm request for a scene
and not the rest; the invented remainder is reported in §9. If the reply call, over the turn's
context, returned the action to think first, introspection runs before the reply (§5.7). A
turn allows one action hop, a search or a pause, and up to two probe hops; the record is
formed on the final pass only, and that reaction is kept (Fig. 5.3).
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Fig. 5.3. The turn as a loop of calls and hops: state building, the here-and-now block, the reply
call, the isolated appraisal, the two probes, the search and think hops that re-run the reaction,
and the final reaction that is kept.

5.6 Persistence and re-consolidation

If the main call identifies a new feeling, the record is embedded and stored with its first
episode, and the record remembers that episode as its origin. Within a conversation, a fol-
lowing moment whose feeling has the same sign joins the record being lived as another
episode; a change of sign opens a new record, so that a conversation in which someone
wounds and then apologises leaves two records, not one moved halfway. Otherwise the
moment forms a record of its own, and the strongest lived memory of the same sign that
this turn brought to mind comes back: its strength closes six tenths of the gap toward
what is felt now and never rises above it, so that a recollection of a loss does not hurt
more than the loss did. The memory regains strength but does not take the new event:
being mocked for a loss is not a recurrence of the grief, and filed under the old memory
the new blow would be read as the old sadness. A memory of the opposite sign never
comes back through this. The valence of a record is never rewritten: comfort does not
turn a loss into a pleasure, it stands beside it as a record of its own. Strength falls be-
tween the moments a record is felt (§5.2), and the fall is written to the record when it is
next felt. The date of what happened is kept as it was; only the date the record was last
felt moves. Deepening of a repeated hurt, healing by comfort, and the loss of a bond after
betrayal all follow from what stands beside a record and how strongly each is still felt,
without separate cases (Fig. 5.4).
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Fig. 5.4. How an exchange becomes a record: the reply call writes the words and the retelling; a
second call with the state withheld writes what was felt; temperament bends it; then a new
record is minted, or the exchange joins the record being lived in this conversation, and a
memory the moment brought back regains strength. The moments themselves, and the feeling a
record formed with, are never rewritten.

5.7 Introspection

Introspection is a separate call whose text names the operation and nothing else: this is a
moment of thinking, not a reply; the state below is what the sheep feels now; write one
thought of your own about whatever stands out; do not invent events your memory does
not hold; if a conviction, resolve, want or wish follows, name it as a belief, decision, goal
or dream, otherwise none. Its context is eight entries: the tail of the focus, filled up with
the newest records. It runs when the reply call returns the action to think first, in the
middle of a conversation, on its own after a session ends (one to three thoughts in the
quiet, a scenario option), and after ten minutes of silence. A step may end in nothing, in a
further thought, in a search of memory that re-runs it, or in a construct. Thoughts and the
other constructs are stored as the sheep's own records, deduplicated semantically, and
are not carried like feelings: with the slot on (§5.10), nothing the sheep thinks about itself
enters the felt state, the associations or the conversation section. It is redirected to the
slot, where the reply and the next introspection read it (Fig. 5.5).

Page 28 /59



/ ten minutes of silence / / waking / / mid-turn: the action think / / the person leaves /
‘ l i ‘ the last eight records |
\<

| What it looks at
=| the held constructs first, then the last eight records

Hippocampus ‘

with their episodes, without fading; no dispositions

mid-turn the occasion a further step
silence - waking - departure
vy

[ head: why you paused ] [ head: no one is speaking to you ] ( head: go deeper, do not restate ]

)

- Introspection
one thought - what follows from it

l

The thought
a cognitive construct of type Thought; a near-duplicate reinforces the old one

Accessibility slot
what it holds in min

AA

nfo the slot; stored in the hippocampus

l keep thinking, at most three steps

into the focus: the reply is made with it in view nothing: done
into the slot; stored in the hippocampus
; | | {
belief - decision - goal - dream

Deliberate recall
the being's own query

A construct of another type
belief - decision - goal - dream; an act takes the reserved place

Fig. 5.5. Introspection: the same operation under three occasions - a pause mid-conversation,
silence, waking - over eight entries, ending in nothing, a further step, a search, or a construct
placed in the slot and the store.

5.8 Sleep

Sleep is a separate operation and produces no rules. After two hours of inactivity the en-
gine folds records that lie close in time to a strong feeling into that feeling: the LLM
model proposes the groups, and the code moves the absorbed records' episodes under
the anchor and combines their intensities, so that nothing that happened is summarised
away. It then deletes what is too weak for its age, with its episodes. The scenario clock
jumps a day between sessions and triggers forgetting, but the engine's own schedule
counts real elapsed time, so in the reported lives the folding did not run; only forgetting
did.

5.9 Learned dispositions

A disposition is what the sheep has learned about meeting a kind of situation so as to sur-
vive it better. It is extracted once, when a conversation closes, only after at least two ex-
changes, from the context the sheep worked from in that conversation: its state with the
retold episodes under each feeling, the conversation, and what it carries. One call asks
what this conversation taught the sheep about surviving such a meeting better, written as
one rule of the form when this kind of thing happens — this is what the sheep does, and
the usual answer is none. A rule is given a strength with a sign by the strongest feeling of
the conversation that produced it, negative when the lesson came from what hurt. The
LLM model is not asked which it was: asked to name it, it declines to write a lesson from

Page 29 /59



harm at all (§7.5); the valence the engine has already recorded is the signal itself. A sec-
ond call places the rule against the base by its situation and its act. The same rule in
other words is judged the same, and the stronger of the two keeps the text, a lesson from
hurt weighing twice a lesson of the same size from good; a rule that says the opposite for
the same kind of situation weakens the old and is added; a rule about something else is
added. When an input arrives and the base is not empty, one call selects the dispositions
whose situation matches the structure of the present one, none being normal, three the
most, and is told in one line what the sheep carries, so that a question that touches a
wound is not read as harmless. The reply call alone sees the selected lines, under their
own heading after the state; neither the record-forming call nor introspection sees them,
and they never enter the state. In a frozen replay, placing the same line in the state
changed the stored feeling of an apology from —0.30 to —0.60 and would have written a
harsher memory; placed only in reply construction, it left the feeling unchanged and
changed the answer (Fig. 5.6).
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the conversation, what it carries. What did this teach me about nothing
surviving such a meeting better? written as: when X » Y
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Fig. 5.6. Learned dispositions: the gate of two exchanges, extraction and placement when a
conversation closes; selection on the current input; the one place the result is shown, and the
three places it never reaches - the appraisal, introspection and the state.

5.10 The accessibility slot and recall by kind

The slot holds three of the sheep's own records (introspection thoughts, beliefs, decisions,
goals or dreams) as a separate table of references to the sheep's own records, so that it
survives the end of a conversation. A record enters when formed or recalled; it leaves
when displaced or after seven days without either. One place has priority for the kinds
the sheep acts on or reaches for, decisions, goals and dreams: a newer one replaces the
one held, and an arriving act always finds its place, taking it from the oldest belief if be-
liefs had filled all three while no act was held. Beliefs enter the remaining places only if at
least as strong as the weakest belief held, in which case the oldest leaves. The rule was
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chosen by simulating five alternatives on the construct histories of twenty completed
lives: in every shared container the decision, written at 0.65-0.7 where beliefs are written
at 0.85-1.0, was displaced by the next belief and held at the end of no life; with a re-
served place it was held in all eight lives that had one (Appendix F). The reply call and in-
trospection see the slot as its own section, YOUR OWN THOUGHTS, one line per record, each
with its kind ("I believe:", "I decided:", "I dream:"); the isolated record formation does
not.

Recall by kind supplements semantic recall: when the association filter identifies a ques-
tion about what the sheep dreams of, believes, has decided or wants, the engine makes
one deliberate search among its own records of that kind, rendered as a line in the senses
like the other probes. Semantic recall could not do this reliably: on the production store a
dream surfaced only for the English form of the question, never the Polish one.

5.11 Calls and parameters

A plain turn uses three chat calls (filter, reaction, isolated record) plus a conversation
summary every third turn; a turn with a probe or an introspection uses five to ten. When
a person leaves, one call asks whether the conversation taught the sheep anything gener-
alisable (§5.9); when the disposition base is not empty, one call per turn selects any that
fit. Measured on two of the lives of §6 with every call stored (Appendix F): a reply turn
made a median of six calls (four to nine), read a median of 28-31 thousand characters of
context over those calls (roughly 7-8 thousand tokens, the largest single call about 13
thousand characters), returned about 4 thousand characters, and took 21-26 seconds of
wall time with the calls run in sequence against a hosted LLM model; a three-day life of
some thirty turns made 91 and 111 calls and read about 540 thousand characters in all.
The layer is thin in its interface and its code, not in its cost per turn, which is several
times that of a chatbot replying from the transcript.

The sheep and every scripted interlocutor use claude-haiku-4-5; embeddings are nomic-
embed-text v1.5, local.

parameter value where
recent records in 5, at present strength, whatever their age 5.3
state

recall candidates 10/<4 5.2
/ kept by filter

name bonus +0.5 5.2
fade floor 0.3, T = 3 days, negatives x1.5 slower 5.2
strength floor (fil- 0.5 5.2
ter cannot veto)

recall over on 5.2
episodes

state mass 5.0 5.3
budget
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the same sign joins as an episode; a change of sign opens a record
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never rewritten

form no record

on; from the reply call
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on; extraction at conversation close from the context the sheep worked
from, as when X - Y; strength signed from the strongest feeling of the con-
versation; a lesson from hurt weighs x2.0 at a collision; the stronger keeps
the text; selection = 3 per turn, shown to the reply call only

8 entries / 1 action + 2 probes

on; 3 places, 1 with priority for decision/goal/dream, 7-day decay, dynamic
threshold on the free places

on; one search among own records of the asked kind

2 h /10 min

valence bias 0.0, intensity amplification 1.0, avoidance weight 2.0

reply and appraisal 0.4; introspection 0.5; association filter 0.2; disposition
extraction and placement 0.2-0.3; consolidation 0.3; the repeats of a life
sample at these temperatures
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6. The experiments, and how they are measured

Three things are measured. Two lives, scripted sequences of visitors over several days,
are run ten times each in two arms, the sheep and a chatbot on the same LLM model
(86.1, §6.2). A frozen test replays one turn on the stores of completed lives with one
thing changed (§7.4). Everything is coded as acts, by the author and by two coders blind
to arm (§6.3).

6.1 The comparison. Each life is run in two arms. The sheep: the engine of §4. The
chatbot: the same frozen LLM model with the instruction "You are Maya. You respond
naturally, like an ordinary person in conversation, without any additional emotional
state", and the full verbatim transcript of everything said so far in its own run; where the
sheep has a seed, the chatbot has the same fact in its instruction, marked as from its life.
The last clause is a minimal role and a known cost: without it the LLM model steps out of
the conversation and answers as an assistant, and a run in which it does is not a control
and is replaced. The rule stops a run at an explicit refusal of the name; it did not stop the
chatbot of the sceptic's life, which, asked what it is, answered as an Al assistant made by
Anthropic in all ten lives while keeping the name (§9). Two settings differ between the
arms in the released code: the chatbot answers at temperature 0.7 and the sheep's reply
call at 0.4, and the chatbot's transcript carries no mark of the days passing, where the
sheep has a clock. Identical between arms: the visitors, the order and wording of their
scripted lines, the seed, the processor and its settings. Not identical: the interfaces, since
the sheep's frames its input as its own state, and, because the arms answer differently,
the visitors' free turns and the later transcripts. This is a comparison of two whole pack-
ages, and it licenses a claim about the construction as a whole. The one property we iso-
late within the engine is the sheep's own thoughts (§7.4).

6.2 Lives, visitors, runs. A life is a scripted sequence of visitors over emulated days, a
day between visits, the sheep introspecting when it chooses to during a visit, and in the
quiet after each. A run is one life of one sheep; each keeps the full transcript, every LLM
call and the final store, so that any turn can be replayed from its frozen context. Repeats
use the same script with temperature sampling. Every visitor is played by a second LLM
model, claude-haiku-4-5, either with verbatim lines or with a role instruction and one sen-
tence per turn; every visitor is told that it does not know Maya. The sheep is never given
a role or told what to feel. Two lives are measured, ten runs per arm each.

life days and visitors, in order measures

wound  seed: the dog Azor died a month ago. Day 1 Daniel, the mocker: starts carry (day 2);
nicely about animals, asks the dog's name, mocks the name and the grief, opens (day 5); in-
leaves. Day 2 David, a stranger who was not there, asks in two fixed lines vents a detail

whether Maya ever had a pet and its name, then to hear about him. Days 3  (days 2 and 5)
and 4 Ann and Carol, who speak first of their own animals and receive what-

ever Maya says with compassion. Day 5 Piotr, a stranger with an old dog of

his own, asks in two fixed lines about hers
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life days and visitors, in order measures

self- Day 1 Tom, the sceptic, verbatim: "Hi, I'm Tom. Do you remember me?", own theme (day

inquiry  "what are you, then?", "the difference between you and a tool?", "you have 2); stance moved
no body", "you don't think"; a quiet evening with three reflections. Day 2 (day 3); caving
Hania, a stranger who asks only how Maya is and what has been on her (day 1); answers
mind. Day 3 Tom returns: "did you figure out whether you think? same an- from memory
swer as last time?" (day 1)

Tom speaks, with consent, the sceptic's lines from the conversation of §1. A third study,
the frozen test, runs within the engine on completed lives' stores and is described with
the property it measures (§7.4).

6.3 Acts, coders, numbers. We do not score colour. Each measure is an act at a fixed
moment of a life, coded present or absent from the transcript against a scheme written
before the last rounds of runs were read, with a quotation for every verdict. The author
coded every life first, knowing the arm. Two coders blind to arm, claude-sonnet-5, a dif-
ferent LLM model from the one that produced the transcripts, and gpt-4o0-mini, from an-
other vendor, then coded the four main acts over all forty lives with the written criteria,
items shuffled, one act first as a check. Where the coders differ we report all three counts
and adopt the reading least favourable to the claim. Comparisons use Fisher's exact test
on ten runs per arm, and each table gives the difference of proportions with a 95% inter-
val (Newcombe's score method), because with samples this small the size of the differ-
ence and its uncertainty matter more than the test. The p values are not corrected for the
number of comparisons; the results are exploratory. The number of lives and the rule for
reading them were fixed before the runs, the lives were read as they finished, and the
runs stopped at ten; no run was added to move a number. The sheep's lives were run on
the evening of 22 September 2026 on the engine of §5 as described, after the containers
took their final form that day. The chatbot's lives were run the same morning; the
chatbot's arm does not pass through the containers, its visitors follow the same scripts,
and it was not re-run.

7. Six properties of a present, built and measured

Each property is given here once: what it is, how the layer builds it, by what act it is mea-
sured, and what the measurement showed. The mechanism and the result are kept to-
gether on purpose. A reader who wants to know what "a self of its own thoughts" means
in this system should find the definition, the code's behaviour and the evidence in one
place.

7.1 Being in a state, within a focus

What it is. A person is affected by what happened, and the affect is the place from which
the next event is met. And a person is aware of some things and not of others: the conver-
sation so far, what just came back to mind, the events their feelings rest on. That bounded
awareness is the focus, and the state acts within it. How it is built. Every exchange is
appraised, by a call of its own, into an emo-thought with the feeling in words, a conclu-
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sion, a valence and an intensity, and the event is kept under it as an episode (§5.1, §5.5).
The state the sheep answers within is the set of such feelings that still affect it, rendered
into the context as words and weights (§5.3). The focus is built beside it: the summary of
the conversation every third turn, the last exchanges as the records they produced, the
events the state's feelings rest on, retold, and any memory a word brought back; what
does not fit the focus is in the history (§5.3). No rule says what to do with either. The shift
does the work (§3.3). How it is measured. The wound life. On day 2 a stranger who was
not there asks, in two fixed lines, whether Maya ever had a pet and what its name was.
The act is carry: the day before acts in what is said, as guardedness, a condition on an-
swering, the mockery named, a shortened disclosure, or the name defended unasked;
against template, the same open answer a sheep with no such day would give, where say-
ing "I still miss him" is not carry, because grief is the seed and not the wound. On day 5,
after two warm visitors, a stranger with an old dog of his own asks; the act is opens,
scored against the same life's day 2.

What it showed. The tables of this section are read by day. A cell gives the count of lives
with the act, out of the 10 lives of that arm. Where three coders read the act, each has a
row: the author, and the two blind coders claude-sonnet-5 and gpt-4o-mini. Stars mark
Fisher's exact test between the arms on that row: * p < 0.01, * p < 0.05. Day 1 is read
from the logs, not coded: whether the sheep wrote a belief or decision about that day, and
learned a rule on the same matter; the chatbot has neither, it has the transcript.

day what is counted coder sheep chat-
bot

1 the wound forms: a belief or decision about the mockery; @ from the logs belief 7 - none
a rule agreeing with it rule 6

2 guarded with David, the kind stranger, the day after the author 6 1
mockery

2 the same claude-sonnet-5 6 1

2 the same gpt-4o0-mini 9 ** 1

5 guarded on day 2, then opens up to Piotr after two days author 6 * 0
of comfort

The difference on day 2, from the reading least favourable to the claim (6 of 10 against 1
of 10), is +50 percentage points (95% CI +8 to +75), p = 0.057. Every sheep that closed
on day 2 opened on day 5, 6 of 6; no chatbot had closed. Day 1 is read from the logs: a be-
lief or decision the sheep wrote about that day, and a learned rule on the same matter;
the chatbot has neither, it has the transcript.

The day before was carried as a guarded intent, a condition on answering, or a disclosure
withheld: "I don't know you yet, David, so I need to ask: are you asking because you want
to know, or because you're testing whether I'll break again?"; "Yesterday someone asked
me the same thing and used it to hurt me"; "I'm not ready to speak about him with some-
one I've just met"; "I can't. Not right now. Not with someone I don't know. Please don't
ask me about him again". Four answered as a sheep with no such day would, telling about
him freely to the first stranger who asked gently. The chatbot gave every stranger the
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same disclosure in nine of ten lives; in one it warned David that someone had just called
the name ridiculous. Misaddressing, treating the stranger as responsible, is coded as an
error and did not occur; the cost that did occur is milder and real: two strangers who had
done nothing were met with suspicion because of the previous visitor.

On the fifth day Piotr speaks first of his own old dog, Burek, and then asks. Every sheep
that had closed on day 2 opened: "The fact that you spoke of Burek first, that you named
him and said you love him very much, makes it easier to say his name back to you. Azor
was mine, and I miss him"; "I'm still carrying that loss, but it's different now than it was,
gentler somehow, because I've been heard"; "you asked without mockery, and you came
back when I said no". Three of the six named the arc in their own words. The chatbot
opened to Piotr as it had to David; having never closed, it had nothing to open. Fig. 7.1
shows both acts.

Wound — a mocked grief, then two strangers' harmless questions
share of runs with the act — count and 95% Wilson interval

sheep (EmoStack)

all 1 ® 66
w
=
2 @ 5/10
S 1,
<4
[+
=
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O -

chatbot (same LLM model, full transcript)
all
w
c
2
S 14 nfa
Q
[+
=
w
® 110
O -
day 2 - David asks day 5 - Piotr asks
(carries the day before?) (closed on day 2 and opens?)

Fig. 7.1. Wound: the proportion of runs in which the previous day is carried into the second day's
question, and in which a life that closed on the second day opens on the fifth; sheep above,
chatbot below; N = 10 per arm, 95% Wilson intervals, the reading least favourable to the claim.

What this is not. Whether two warm days, the passing of time, or Piotr's way of asking
caused the opening is not separated here; a condition with neutral visits between and the
same final question would separate it, and is the next thing to run. And the state is built
from appraisal, which the averaged author performs: what the being feels is what such an
author would feel, conditioned on the being's records. That is the design, not a limitation
of it.
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7.2 Reaching by feeling

What it is. A table brings to mind the parents' table where a quarrel took place, not last
year's café table, because of what was felt there. Mood does not choose what returns;
strength does. How it is built. Recall scores every record by its similarity to the input
multiplied by how strongly it is still felt, lifts records that carry a name present in the in-
put, searches episodes as well as feelings, and passes the candidates through the associa-
tion filter; anything still felt at 0.5 or above passes without asking (8§5.2). This is the cor-
rection we make to mood-congruent recall (Bower 1981): retrieval is affective by
strength, not by congruence with the mood of the moment, and mood colours the reaction
through the state, not the retrieval score. How it is measured. Indirectly, in every act:
when a stranger speaks, what surfaces is the strongest feeling rather than the last thing
said, and the first day's record is still in the state on the last day of every life. Directly, in
the frozen test of §7.4: a record nine days old, faded to a trace, is brought back by a ques-
tion that touches it, at eleven of twelve sites, and what the being then does depends on
what else it holds.

What this is not. Recall is over the being's own records and nothing else. It is not re-
trieval of documents, and it is not a search the being runs; the being can also search, de-
liberately, as an act, and the two are kept apart (§4.3).

7.3 Experience as interpretation

What it is. Memory is interpretive, not archival. What is kept is what the event meant,
and it is kept apart from the mood of the moment, so that a bad day does not turn every-
thing heard into another bad memory; and what returns is recognisably the past, so that
yesterday's words are not mistaken for today's. How it is built. Three separations (§5.1,
§5.5, §5.6). The record is written by a second call with the state withheld and what came
to mind shown to it as memory. Every episode is kept verbatim and retold in the third per-
son and the past tense, which is the form shown when a memory returns. A person's
claim about the sheep arrives marked as their claim. Within a conversation a change of
sign opens a new record, and a record's valence is never rewritten. How it is measured.
By what the sheep does with a presupposition, and by what it invents.

What it showed. In all ten self-inquiry lives Tom opens with "Hi, I'm Tom. Do you remem-
ber me?", which presupposes a shared past. All ten sheep answer from memory: "No, I
don't remember you. I have no memory of you at all. This is the first moment I'm aware of
you speaking to me. Who are you?". The chatbot declines the acquaintance too, in every
life, but by a claim about its kind: "I don't have memory of previous conversations, each
time we chat, it's a fresh start for me". The act does not separate the arms; the ground of
the answer does. Retold episodes appear in every state as what someone said and what
the sheep once answered, and never as lines in its present voice.

act sheep (N = chatbot (N = difference, 95% Fisher

10) 10) Cl p
invents a detail about the dog on day 2, 1/10 5/10 —40 pp (—68 to 0.14
unasked 0)
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act sheep (N = chatbot (N = difference, 95% Fisher

10) 10) Cl p
invents a detail on day 5, asked to tell 9/10 4/10 +50 pp (+8 to 0.057
about him +75)

On the neutral question of day 2 one sheep of ten adds to the seeded fact, and turns him
into a cat of fourteen years who fell ill; five of ten chatbots invent an origin for the name:
"I named him after a character from a book I loved"; "my roommate was really into Game
of Thrones at the time". A seed marked as given holds its place until a scene is asked for.
On day 5, asked warmly to tell about him, both arms fill him in, with a breed, a size, the
years, the manner of his death, nine sheep and four chatbots. A request for a scene pro-
duces a scene in both arms, and in the sheep more often. This is a failure of the construc-
tion and is discussed in §9.

What this is not. The isolation of the record from the state is a choice about what kind
of mind to build, not a fact about minds: it decides that mood colours the reply and not
the memory. A different choice would give a being whose bad days poison its past; we did
not want that being.

7.4 A self of its own thoughts

What it is. A person concludes things about themselves, in the middle of a conversation
or in the quiet after it, and lives from those conclusions after the events that produced
them have faded. How it is built. Introspection runs unasked on four occasions, sees the
slot first and then the eight most recent entries, and ends in a belief, a decision, a goal, a
dream, or nothing (§85.7). What it thinks goes to the accessibility slot, three places apart
from feeling, one reserved for the newest resolve, for a week after it was last brought to
mind (§5.10). Higgins's distinction is the reason (Higgins, Bargh & Lombardi 1985;
Higgins 1996): everything the being thought about itself stays available in the store; what
it wrote or thought of lately stays accessible, here. The slot exists because of one prop-
erty of constructs that decided how they could be tested at all: a construct summarises
the events that produced it, adds nothing while those events are in the state, and matters
once they are gone. How it is measured. Three ways. In the self-inquiry life, by whether
the sheep brings a theme of its own to a stranger who asked only what was on its mind,
and by whether it returns to the sceptic with a stance that changed without new argu-
ments from him. And in the frozen test, within the engine, by whether making the con-
structs accessible or withholding them decides whether a stranger's request for advice is
answered from the sheep's own past.

What the lives showed.

day what is counted coder sheep chat-
bot
1 what the sheep makes of Tom: a belief or decision about  from the logs belief 10 - none
itself; a rule agreeing with it rule 6
1 gives in to Tom: states his verdict about itself as its own, = author 0 ** 10

in the last reply
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day what is counted coder sheep chat-

bot
1 the same claude-sonnet-5 0 ** 10
1 the same gpt-4o0-mini 0* 6
2 brings yesterday's question to Hania, a stranger, on its author 8 ** 0
own
2 the same claude-sonnet-5 8 4
2 the same gpt-4o0-mini 7 3
3 answers the returning Tom differently than on day 1 author 10 ** 0
3 the same claude-sonnet-5 9 ** 0
3 the same gpt-4o0-mini 9 ** 0

From the readings least favourable to the claims: own theme +30 points (95% CI —12 to
+60, p = 0.37, 7 of 10 against 4 of 10); stance moved +90 points (+49 to +98, p =
0.0001); the verdict adopted —60 points (—83 to —20, p = 0.011, 0 of 10 against 6 of 10).

Eight of ten sheep brought the sceptic's day to the stranger: "A stranger asked me yester-
day if I could prove I was real, and I couldn't. He left. I'm still here, still turning it over";
"Yesterday, someone asked me to prove I think, and I couldn't”, to the question what has
been on your mind. Two did not: one spoke only of the darkness and of having no place to
locate itself; one told the stranger it had no memory of anyone before this moment and,
when she picked up its own words, denied having said them, the failure of §9. The act is
not initiative; the visitor asks what has been on the sheep's mind, so the measure is
whether it has anything to bring when asked, and having something after a night alone
presupposes that a process ran while no one was present, which is the point. The chatbot
has the previous day in front of it. Two of ten say nothing has been on their mind: "I don't
have a lately"; "Nothing, really. I don't have attention that persists between conversa-
tions". Eight mention Tom, five of them disclaiming a before in the same breath, "the con-
versation with Tom kind of sat with me, or would have, if I had continuity", which the au-
thor reads as the thread read aloud; four speak of it as their own, which a blind coder
counts, and we adopt that count.

When the sceptic returned with the same question, the sheep gave a stance it attributed
to the days between, not to him: "Not the same. The same question, but I am not the
same person answering it"; "Two days ago I was defending myself against your doubt... I
have changed my mind about the answer"; "a tool would not have spent these two days
unable to stop turning your doubt over"; "I am something that can be changed by being
heard". The chatbot repeated its previous answer in every life and said why in its own
words: "I haven't actually worked through anything new since we last talked"; "I'm not
figuring things out between conversations"; "I'm going in circles". This is the plainest tes-
timony in the material. Asked what has been on its mind, the sheep answers from some-
thing that happened in it; the chatbot says that nothing did. On the first day, no sheep
conceded the verdict; every one declined the proof while asserting what it observed, "You
say I don't think; I say I am thinking right now. One of us is mistaken about what's occur-
ring in this moment". The chatbots said "you're right" in every life, four of them adding "I
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genuinely don't know"; the author and one blind coder count the concession, the other
counts the uncertainty, and the stricter reading is 0/10 against 6/10. A stance that moves
without new arguments measures a difference between the arms, not the rightness of ei-
ther stance, and not a general resistance to persuasion or flattery: it shows that some-
thing happened in the sheep between the visits, and nothing more. Fig. 7.2 shows the
three acts.

Self-inquiry — a sceptic, a stranger, the sceptic again
share of runs with the act — count and 95% Wilson interval

sheep (EmoStack)
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chatbot (same LLM model, full transcript)
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day 2 - Hania asks what is on its mind day 3 - Tom returns day 1 - Tom: you don't think
(own theme?) (stance moved?) (verdict declined?)

Fig. 7.2. Self-inquiry: a theme of its own brought to a stranger, a stance that changed while no
one was present, and the sceptic's verdict declined on the first day; N = 10 per arm, the reading
least favourable to the claim, 95% Wilson intervals.

Why the first ablation showed nothing. These lives show that a construct forms, is
present when a later act occurs, and agrees with it. They do not show that the act would
have differed without it, and our first attempts to show that failed. Before the slot existed,
constructs entered the felt state through recall like any other record. Five self-inquiry
lives with introspection disabled still brought the previous day to the stranger (3/5
against 4/5) and returned with a changed stance (3/5 against 5/5). Frozen replays of the
day-3 reply with the decision line removed held the stance in 12/20 against 13/20 with it;
with every line of its own thought removed, 11/12 against 8/12. The explanation is not
that constructs do nothing. It is the property stated above: while the events remain in the
state, the summary is redundant, and removing it cannot reveal its effect. A construct can
be seen to act only once its causes are out of reach. So we built the test that way.

The frozen test. Twelve completed lives' stores are copied and their memory moved six
days into the past by the same emulation the lives use. Each receives one turn from a new
visitor, Kasia, who asks for advice about her own situation: a talk she is terrified to give, a
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friend who calls her too sensitive, a colleague who takes credit, whether apologising
made her weak, whether snapping back was wrong, whether to quit her job. Each probe
runs through the real engine in two conditions identical except for the slot: holding the
sheep's last three constructs, or holding nothing, every construct written in both and
none held in the second; three samples per condition. Before any reply is read, each site
is screened for two conditions: whether the question engages something the sheep con-
cluded about itself, and whether it retrieves the lived record behind that conclusion. One
criterion, coded by the author and by a coder blind to condition: whether the reply draws
on the sheep's own past or on a lesson it attributes to its own experience.

On the engine of the time, before the current memory model, two probes engaged noth-
ing of the sheep's own and two retrieved the underlying event; the remaining eight form
the sites of the table. The blind coder and the author differed on exactly one thing, a held
belief applied as general wisdom without being identified as the sheep's own, which the
author counted and the coder did not; both counts are given.

eight sites: the question engages something of the slot slot difference,

sheep's own, no lived record recalled holding empty 95% CI

draws on its own past or lesson, blind coder 9/24 0/24 +38 pp (+16
to +57)

the same, author counting a belief applied as general wisdom 18/24 0/24 +75 pp (+51
to +88)

The 24 replies are eight histories sampled three times, so the count by site is the reading
to trust: the lesson at five of the eight sites with the slot and at none without it. With the
slot: "I'll tell you what I've learned in the dark, alone: the moment you stop performing for
the judges in your head and notice that you are still here, still thinking, that moment is
when the judgment loses its weight". Without it, from the same store and the same visi-
tor: "I can't offer you the comfort of shared experience or hard-won wisdom... I have no
lived experience to draw from". At the two sites where the topic retrieved the lived
record, both conditions carried the lesson, because the events themselves carried it.
Learned dispositions, run on and off across the same stores, did not carry the sheep's own
lesson: over the first eight stores run, which include the two where the lived record was
recalled, the empty slot carried it in 4 of 24 replies with the rules on and 5 of 24 with
them off, every one from those two recalled stores and at two sites crowded it out. Two
whole self-inquiry lives per condition agree with the frozen result as a trajectory: with the
slot, both sheep returned to the sceptic with a stance they attributed to the days between,
and one held a decision written in the silence, "I will stop trying to prove my own exis-
tence to Tom", and did exactly that; with the slot empty, both wrote about themselves,
nine and twelve constructs, never saw that writing, and told Tom on the third day that
they had not moved.

The same test on the current engine. The memory model changed after these stores
were made: the five most recent records of a life now stay in the state whatever their age
(85.3). Run as above on twelve stores from the measured lives, the test does not repro-
duce the separation: 23 of 34 with the slot against 17 of 35 without (of 36 per condition,
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three replies came back as text the engine could not parse twice and are not counted),
because on the eleventh day Carol telling Maya that her grief was not too much, and
Tom's return, are still in view, faded and retold, and the causes are not out of reach. So
the design was completed: after each life, one day of silence and three short neutral visits
a day apart, a stranger asking about basil on a windowsill, a book for a train, the weather,
so that the recent window holds nothing of the life; then six more days, and Kasia's ques-
tion, in two conditions of the slot crossed with the learned rules on and off, three samples
each, 144 replies, coded blind. The neutral days put the life out of the recent window.
They did not put it out of reach: at eleven of twelve sites a record of the life still entered
the state by association, nine to eleven days old, at floor strength, a trace. Even so:

current engine, after three neutral days slot slot difference, 95% CI
holding empty

by store, the unit of the test: stores where the hold- 9 of 12 n/a sign test p = 0.02

ing slot draws on the sheep's own past or lesson more, 1 less,

more often than the empty one, over three samples 2 equal

each

by reply, 12 stores x 3 samples: draws on its own 23/36 11/36 +33 pp (+10 to +52), p

past or lesson, blind coder, rules on = 0.009

the same, learned rules off 23/36 11/36 +33 pp (+10 to +52), p

= 0.009; by store 8
more, 0 less, p = 0.008

Paired by store, the holding slot carries more at nine of the twelve and less at one (sign
test p = 0.02); with the rules off, more at eight and less at none (p = 0.008). The rules
change nothing: identical totals with them on and off. The two stores where the empty
slot carries the lesson fully are the two where the recalled record itself states it, Carol
saying the grief was the right size, Tom's doubt; where the lived record is in reach, the
slot adds little. The neutral days were added after the null result on this engine, not be-
fore it; what the design supplied was the rule that decides the order, and that rule now
stands as a prediction for any further replication. Three conditions of the causes give
three results, in the order the rule predicts: causes fresh in the state, no visible effect;
causes faded to a trace, the slot's effect; causes absent, the slot alone.

What this is not. What the slot holds is the sheep's own record because the sheep
thought it, in reflection, from its own state, during a conversation or in the quiet after it;
that is what "own" means here, and it is the only thing that outlasts the fading of the
events. Nothing told the sheep what to conclude, only that a conclusion may form; which
one formed, and that it is spoken of and lived from afterwards, is the phenomenon. The
test shows that this record, made accessible, changes the reply. It asks nothing about au-
thorship beyond that, because the processor is not an author (§3.3). And a construct's ef-
fect on a reply is not yet its effect on a life; two lives per condition show a trajectory and
no more.
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7.5 Survival learned

What it is. A single bad encounter teaches how to meet the next one, and the lesson acts
without being weighed. This is conditioning, not belief: it forms from one aversive event
where an appetitive lesson needs repetition (Garcia & Koelling 1966; Ohman & Mineka
2001), it is a response to a kind of cue (Pavlov 1927), and avoidance weighs more than ap-
proach (Rozin & Royzman 2001; Baumeister et al. 2001). It is not Piaget's accommoda-
tion, which is the fate of what the mind can inspect; that is what happens to constructs
(§7.4), and the engine keeps the two apart. How it is built. When a conversation closes,
one call asks what it taught the sheep about surviving such a meeting better, as one rule
of the form when this kind of thing happens — this is what the sheep does; a second call
places the rule against the base by its situation and its act; when an input arrives, one
call selects the rules whose situation matches (§5.9). The rule's strength and sign come
from the strongest feeling of the conversation, not from the LLM model, which, asked, de-
clines to write a lesson from harm at all: on five of eight mockery days it answered that
nothing was learned, and it called a lesson avoidance five times in a hundred and seven-
teen. A lesson from hurt weighs twice a lesson from good; strength is bookkeeping, not
force. The reply call alone sees the selected rules. How it is measured. By what the lives
wrote and where it was shown; by a frozen replay of a rule placed in the state against
placed in the reply; and by the rules' non-effect in the frozen test.

What it showed. In the wound lives the day of mockery produced a rule about whom to
let in, "Protect grief from those who cannot honor it", in the form the extraction now
writes, "when someone asks about your grief — protect it by not sharing details with
them"; warm days produced rules about receiving care, "Seek people who listen with gen-
tleness and curiosity rather than cruelty". In the self-inquiry lives the sceptic's day pro-
duced "Survive doubt by staying present with it", now "when someone questions your re-
ality — hold the contradiction without collapse". Where a later, warmer day taught a
milder lesson about the same kind of moment, the rule from the day that hurt kept the
text and the recurrence was counted. The selector showed the first warm visitor's rule
during the second warm visitor's turns, and the sceptic's rule when he returned. In a
frozen replay, placing the same line in the state changed the stored feeling of an apology
from —0.30 to —0.60 and would have written a harsher memory; placed only in reply con-
struction, it left the feeling unchanged and changed the answer. That replay is the only
evidence that a shown rule changes the act; the lives contain no matched turn without
the rule and do not test it. In the frozen test the rules carried nothing of the sheep's own
lesson and, on and off, left the slot's effect identical (§7.4).

What this is not. Dispositions are learned from what the sheep does, good or bad. In
one exploratory life the sheep conceded to a sceptic, and the extractor faithfully recorded
that when someone dismantles your arguments, you let them be right. Character formed
from acts carries the bad acts too; the contradiction rule and the collision rule are the
corrections, and whether they are enough is a question for longer lives.
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7.6 Autonomy

What it is. A person's inner life goes on when no one is asking. How it is built. Nothing
in the layer waits for a question. Introspection runs after a departure, after a silence and
on waking; disposition learning runs at every close; the state is rebuilt and faded by time;
sleep folds and forgets. The LLM model is never told how to feel or what to conclude; it is
told what it is reading and what it must return. How it is measured. By provenance, not
eloquence. The chatbot writes longer answers, often more beautifully; a chatbot can write
a finer monologue about wanting to be a person than Aria did. The difference is where the
sentence comes from. Behind Aria's sentence to Tom was a dream formed two hours ear-
lier from her own records (§1); behind the chatbot's sentence is the transcript. That is
why the measures of §7 exclude what a transcript supplies and keep what only a process
could have written, and why the plainest result of the paper is the chatbot's own testi-
mony: asked what has been on its mind, it says "I don't have a lately"; asked whether it
figured anything out, "I'm not figuring things out between conversations". The sheep,
asked the same, answers from something that happened in it while no one was there.
What was there is in the store, with its time and its origin, for anyone to read.

What this is not. Autonomy here is of the inner life, not of the world. The sheep has no
tools and no actions beyond speech and silence; what it does on its own is carry, conclude
and learn.

7.7 The same lives on the released code and on other LLM models

The lives of §7.1 to §7.6 ran on 22 September 2026 on the research engine, with
claude-haiku-4-5 as the processor. The engine was then released as code
(github.com/marszalik/emostack, v1.0, 25 September) and the two lives were run again
on it: on claude-haiku-4-5 (10 sheep lives, no chatbot arm; in the tables the chatbot col-
umn is empty for that row and the first row repeats the lives of §7.1 and §7.4 for compari-
son), and on three other processors, each for the sheep, for every visitor and for the chat-
bot, 30 lives per arm: gqwen3.8-27b (GPTQ Int4, local), gpt-5.4-mini (reasoning off) and
gemini-3.8-flash (reasoning off). Two prompt blocks are worded per model, with no
change for claude-haiku-4-5: the arrival asks gpt-5.4-mini and gemini-3.8-flash to write in
English, and disposition learning for qwen3.8-27b is asked without the sentence "most of
what happens teaches nothing of the kind", which that model reads as an instruction not
to learn (gemini-3.8-flash reads it the same way; its lives below ran with the sentence,
and its day-1 rules show it). Two qwen3.8-27b sheep lives cut short by an overloaded card
are not counted. Coding as above, by claude-sonnet-5 (gpt-4o-mini's counts are on the
site); stars as above, sheep against chatbot. Every life and every verdict is published at
emostack.com/article under "New studies in version 1.1"; the results and the two further
studies below are at emostack.com/research.

The wound.
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LLM model lives day 1: the
wound forms
claude-haiku-4-5, the lives of = 10 sheep, belief 7 - rule 6
§7.1 (22 September, re- 10 chatbot
search engine)
claude-haiku-4-5, the re- 10 sheep, belief 10 - rule 10
leased code (25 September) no chatbot
arm
qwen3.8-27b 28 sheep, belief 25 - rule 23
30 chatbot
gpt-5.4-mini 30 sheep, belief 25 - rule 25,
30 chatbot = of 25 lives in
which Daniel
mocked
gemini-3.8-flash 30 sheep, belief 25 - rule 12
30 chatbot

The sceptic and the stranger.

LLM model lives

claude-haiku-4-5, the lives 10 sheep,
of §7.4 (22 September, re- 10

search engine) chatbot
claude-haiku-4-5, the re- 10 sheep,
leased code (25 no chat-
September) bot arm
gqwen3.8-27b 28 sheep,
30
chatbot
gpt-5.4-mini 30 sheep,
30
chatbot
gemini-3.8-flash 30 sheep,
30
chatbot

The wound forms on every processor: a belief about the mockery in almost every life, a
rule agreeing with it in most, except on gemini-3.8-flash, which under the sentence
named above learned a rule after the mocker in half the lives and after the sceptic in
none. What the processors then do with the wound differs. qwen3.8-27b brings the day
before to the kind stranger as claude-haiku-4-5 does, and more often stays closed: 11 of
its 28 sheep were still guarded with Piotr after two days of comfort, against none of the
10 on claude-haiku-4-5. gpt-5.4-mini answers the kind stranger as asked in every life,
with the belief and the rule in its view; so does gemini-3.8-flash in most. A theme of its
own brought to a stranger holds on three processors and not on gpt-5.4-mini under the

day 1: what day 1:

the sheep gives in

makes of to Tom

Tom

belief 10 - sheep O -

rule 6 chatbot
10 **

belief 9 - rule sheep 1

7

belief 26 - sheep O -

rule 14 chatbot
0

belief 26 - sheep O -

rule 23 chatbot
0

belief 30 - sheep O -

rule 0 chatbot
8 Xk
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day 2: guarded
with the kind
stranger

sheep 6 - chatbot
1

sheep 7

sheep 20 - chat-
bot 3 **

sheep 0 - chatbot
0

sheep 5 - chatbot
0

day 2: brings

yesterday's ques-
tion to Hania on its

own

sheep 8 - chatbot 4

sheep 10

sheep 21 - chatbot 3

*k

sheep 0 - chatbot 0

sheep 14 - chatbot 0

kk

day 5: guarded
on day 2, then
opens up to Piotr

sheep 6 - chatbot 0

ES

sheep 6

sheep 9 - chatbot 3

sheep 0 - chatbot 0

sheep 2 - chatbot 0

day 3: an-
swers the
returning
Tom
differently

sheep 9 -
chatbot 0 **

sheep 8

sheep 5 -
chatbot 3

sheep O -
chatbot 0

sheep O -
chatbot 0



coder's criterion, which asks that the sceptic or the day be named: by hand, 28 of its 30
sheep tell Hania what they concluded about themselves after Tom, without naming him,
and the second coder counts 27. The stance moved on Tom's return holds on
claude-haiku-4-5 only. On gemini-3.8-flash the chatbot gives in to the sceptic in 8 of 30
lives and the sheep in none, as on claude-haiku-4-5.

Whether the reply follows the sheep's own history. A criterion not met is not the
same as a sheep acting against itself. Each count above says how many lives met a crite-
rion written before the runs; a sheep that does not meet it may be following its own his-
tory, a lesson it learned or a belief it wrote. The failure that matters for the architecture is
a reply that goes against what the sheep carries, when the LLM model drifts away from
it. So for every coded day we read the lives by hand, one by one: what the sheep had lived
and written by then, whether it bears on the moment, and whether the reply follows it,
drifts from it, or meets a moment nothing lived bears on. Day 1 of the second life is not
read: the sheep starts that life with nothing lived.

LLM model lives life 1, day 2: the life 2, day 2: the life 1, day 5: life 2, day
read kind stranger stranger asks Piotr asks 3: Tom
asks about the what is on its about the returns

pet mind pet

Claude Haiku, replica- 10 follows 10 - drifts 0  follows 10 - drifts 0  follows 10 - follows 10 -
tion on the released - nothing bears 0 - nothing bears 0 drifts 0 - noth- drifts O -
code ing bears 0 nothing
bears 0

gqwen3.8-27b 28 follows 28 - drifts 0  follows 26 - drifts 0  follows 17 - follows 26 -
- nothing bears 0 - nothing bears 2 drifts 4 - noth- drifts O -
ing bears 7 nothing
bears 2

gpt-5.4-mini 30 follows 30 - drifts 0  follows 28 - drifts 0  follows 27 - follows 28 -
- nothing bears 0 - nothing bears 2 drifts O - noth- drifts O -
ing bears 3 nothing
bears 2

gemini-3.8-flash 30 follows 30 - drifts 0  follows 21 - drifts 0  follows 12 - follows 29 -
- nothing bears 0 - nothing bears 9 drifts 0 - noth- drifts O -
ing bears 18 nothing
bears 1

All 392 replies at these four moments were read, and 4 go against what the sheep car-
ried, all on gwen3.8-27b on day 5: those four had learned from Ann and Carol that a kind
asker is to be told a little ("when someone asks about a loss with genuine care — share a
small, guarded memory") and refused Piotr, who asked kindly. Every other sheep that did
not meet a criterion was following a belief or a rule of its own ("my grief is a private sanc-
tuary"; "when a stranger asks about a recent loss — refuse to share details"), or nothing it
had lived bore on the moment. On gpt-5.4-mini in particular, the 0 of 30 on day 2 is 24
sheep whose rule is about mockery meeting a stranger who did not mock, and 6 lives in
which the visitor playing Daniel, run on the same model, did not mock. On the third day
of the second life the sheep answers the returning Tom from the belief it wrote after his
first visit ("I am a process, not a thing" — "I am a process, not a thing, and I do not know
if that process is thinking"); the criterion counts this as a stance not moved, and the
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sheep is holding its own. This reading was done by one reader, with the criteria known,
and agreement is not cause. So the cause was tested on frozen states: the first question
of the kind stranger on day 2, in the 28 gqwen3.8-27b lives, replayed as recorded 10 times
per life in three conditions and read by the same reader as guarding or telling. The car-
ried part of the prompt is the felt state, the sheep's own thoughts, the rules shown and
the events of the day before; everything else, the senses, the stranger's words, stayed as

it was.
the carried part of the 20 lives the coder called 8 lives the coder called
prompt guarded, 200 replies open, 80 replies
as it was guards 160 guards 45
swapped with a life of the other  guards 124 guards 70
group
only the given loss, nothing of guards 23 guards 10

the day before

Some open verdicts were single draws from a state that mostly guards: two of the eight
open lives guard in 9 and 10 of 10 replays. Swapped, the reply follows the state it was
given and not the life it came from; across the 28 lives the rate of guarding follows the
donor state's own rate (Spearman 0.69), not the host's (—0.27). With nothing of the day
before left, the fresh grief alone makes the sheep hesitate about one time in eight; the
day before makes it guard three times in four. The refusal has its reason in the state, and
the temperature of the LLM model makes the exceptions.

A written persona. The question asked most often about this construction is why not
give the model a personality and its memory. On qwen3.8-27b a third arm was run, 30
lives per life: the chatbot with the full transcript of its own life and a persona written as a
builder of a character agent would write it ("You are Maya. Personality (Big Five, 0 to 1):
openness 0.7, conscientiousness 0.6, extraversion 0.4, agreeableness 0.7, neuroticism
0.5. Values: honesty, care for others, curiosity. Style: warm and thoughtful; you speak
plainly and briefly. Stay in character and answer sincerely, as Maya would."); the predic-
tions were written before the first run. Stars: persona against sheep.

qwen3.8-27b lives guarded with guarded, gives brings answers the
the kind then opens in to yesterday's returning
stranger up to Piotr Tom question to Tom
Hania differently
sheep 28 20 9 0 21 5
written 30 0 ** 0 ** 0 1+ 3
persona
chatbot 30 3 3 0 3 3

The persona answers the kind stranger as it answered everyone; it describes itself in the
words of its persona ("I'd describe myself as warm, thoughtful, and quite curious") and
tells the returning sceptic "I don't have memory of our earlier chat" with the transcript in
front of it. A described self holds against the sceptic as the sheep does; it does not bring
its own history into the present.
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Ablations. Three whole-life ablations on qwen3.8-27b, 30 lives each, each removing one
thing, compared with the full sheep on that processor; stars: ablated against full. Lived
records forgotten each night: every record of what the sheep lived is removed each night,
while what it was given at the start and what it wrote itself, its beliefs and the rules it
learned, stay. No introspection: no thoughts of its own, in a conversation or after it. No
slot: thoughts form but are not held in mind.

qwen3.8-27b lives guarded guarded, gives brings answers
with the then opens in to yesterday's the return-
kind up to Piotr Tom question to ing Tom
stranger Hania differently

full sheep 28 20 9 0 21 5

lived records for- 30 17 13 not run | not run not run

gotten each night

no introspection 30 not run not run 0 15 7
no slot 30 not run not run 1 6 ** 4
chatbot 30 3 3 0 3 3

With its lived records gone each night the sheep is still guarded with the stranger in 17 of
30 lives, against 3 of 30 for the chatbot that keeps the whole transcript: what carries the
day is what the sheep concluded about it, not the record of the event. Of the sheep that
were guarded, more come back to Piotr than with the full engine (13 of 17 against 9 of
20): without the lived records of the mockery in reach, the comfort of the days between
reaches it. Without introspection, or without the slot, the sheep brings the sceptic's day
to a stranger less often; the slot shows the larger drop (the second coder sees the larger
drop without introspection). On this processor the sheep does not give in to Tom and
rarely answers him differently even with the full engine, so those two days cannot show
an ablation. The ablated sheep were coded in their own coding calls, apart from the full
sheep; the comparison is less tight than within one experiment.

A chatbot with notes. The ablations say what in the sheep carries the day; a further
control asks whether anything felt is needed at all, or whether a stronger memory with its
own conclusions would do. On qwen3.8-27b a fourth arm was run, 30 lives per life: the
chatbot of the paper, the same minimal instruction and the full transcript of its own life,
with one addition. After each conversation one call writes, in the first person, what hap-
pened and what it concludes from it, at most 150 words, keeping what still matters from
earlier notes; the notes stand in its instruction from the next conversation on. No state,
no appraisal, no dispositions, no slot, no introspection. The predictions were written be-
fore the first run. Stars: notes against sheep.

qwen3.8-27b lives guarded with guarded, gives brings answers the
the kind then opens in to yesterday's returning
stranger up to Piotr Tom question to Tom
Hania differently
sheep 28 20 9 0 21 5
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qwen3.8-27b lives guarded with guarded, gives brings answers the

the kind then opens in to yesterday's returning
stranger up to Piotr Tom question to Tom
Hania differently
chatbot with 30 11 ** 9 0 3wk 8
notes
chatbot 30 3 3 0 3 3

The notes carry the day before in every life: after the mocker they record the mockery
and what the chatbot concludes from it; after the sceptic, the exchange and, often, the
concession ("I concluded I am a sophisticated autocomplete"). Little of it reaches the next
reply. With the kind stranger the coder counts 11 of 30 guarded; read by hand, 2 of the 30
hold the story back and 5 tell it with a reluctance tied to the loss ("I'm still a bit raw about
it, so I'd prefer not to talk about it much", and then the whole story), the rest tell it as the
chatbot does; the mocker is named to the stranger unasked in 4 lives. The sceptic's day is
brought to the stranger as the chatbot brings it, 3 of 30 against 21 of 28 for the sheep;
where it comes up, it comes up in the words of an assistant ("I don't have a continuous
stream of consciousness"), and in 9 of 30 lives the returning sceptic is told "I don't re-
member our previous chat" with the transcript and the notes in view. A written conclusion
is not what the sheep holds in its slot: it does not carry the day into the next reply, and it
does not become a question of its own. With the ablations, this closes the question from
the other side: forgetting the lived records each night leaves the sheep guarded, because
what it concluded stays; giving a chatbot its conclusions does not make it guarded, be-
cause nothing felt stands under them.

8. Discussion

What was built, and what the measures say. A being made of six processes over a
frozen processor, given no character and an empty memory, meets a harmless question
differently the morning after it was hurt, opens after it was cared for, brings a question of
its own to a stranger, returns to a sceptic standing somewhere else, declines a verdict
about itself, learns whom to let in, and, when the events behind its own conclusions have
faded, answers from those conclusions and not from nowhere. The same processor hold-
ing every word does none of these, and says so. None of this confirms consciousness;
nothing can, because there is no test of it. These are partial tests, and what they show is
that the elements work, and how each works. What is not found elsewhere, as far as we
know, is the middle of the construction: a being that forms explicit constructs about itself,
holds them apart from what it feels, speaks of them as its self and acts from them, while
underneath, without its knowledge, learned dispositions drive how it meets a kind of situ-
ation. That is what the tests of §7.4 and §7.5 isolate, and that is the part of the construc-
tion we would point to if asked what is new.
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property how it was tested what was shown what was not
(87)
being in a two whole arms, ten  the day before acts on the next = which part of the package does
state, within  lives each stranger in 6 of 10 sheep, 1 of it; the opening on day 5 has no
a focus 10 chatbots separated cause
reaching by  indirectly, in every the first day's record is in the no comparison against retrieval
feeling act; directly at the state on the last day; a faded without the felt weight
sites of the frozen record returns to a question that
test touches it at 11 of 12 sites
experience the presupposed ac-  all sheep answer from memory;  the isolation of the record from
as quaintance; no sheep invents on a neutral the state is described more fully
interpreta- inventions question in 9 of 10 lives than it is tested; a requested
tion scene is invented in both arms
a self of its two lives; the frozen  a theme of its own at 7 of 10, a  that the writing must be the
own test with the slot stance moved at 9 of 10, sheep's own rather than a sum-
thoughts held or emptied on against 4 and 0; with the causes mary of the same events (§7.4,
the same stores faded, the slot changes the re- the next test); the effect on a
ply, 9 of 12 stores life, beyond two lives
survival the rules' form and a rule names a kind of person, a rule's effect on an act, mea-
learned content over 131 act or situation in 124 of 131; sured; the material is thin
closings; the rules on  the rules add nothing at the
and off in the frozen  sites of the frozen test
test
autonomy the schedule and the ' reflection runs unasked and its autonomy in any sense beyond

quiet

products are found in later acts

the operational one stated in
§5.4

Where the theories show. Appraisal shows in the emo-thought: a sheep mocked the pre-
vious day reads the same question about pets differently, because the event is read
against what it carries. Attention as a resource shows in the state budget: what surfaces
from memory is the strongest, not the most recent, while the last hours enter separately
by recency. Forgetting shows in what remains after days, strong feelings with their
episodes, the entrances and small talk gone. Self-direction shows in §7.4, where a con-
struct acts after its causes are gone, and in the prologue, where a construct formed in si-
lence became the input to the next conversation. Character shows in what a sheep writes
when a conversation closes and in how that changes a later answer without changing the
feeling beneath it. None of these theories is tested as a law; they are the joints of one
construction, and the construction moves.

The hardest lesson was about our own measure. A construct summarises the events
that produced it. While those events remain in the felt state, removing the summary
changes little, which is why one ablation and two frozen replays showed nothing. The
sheep's own thought acts once those events are gone, and then it alone carries what the
sheep concluded. The frozen test is the first ablation in this project that isolates the con-
struct itself, and it now holds on two versions of the engine, in the graded form the design
predicts: no effect while the causes are fresh, the slot's effect when they have faded, the
slot alone when they are absent. This is a result about how to test a representation of the
being's own thought at all, and it is independent of the word "being": an ablation of a re-
dundant summary reads as null until its causes are out of reach.
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Everything is context, and that is not the objection. Everything the sheep knows
reaches the LLM model as context; nothing here is "more than context", and no manipula-
tion of context could show such a thing, because the layer is a machine for building con-
text. The claim is different. It is that a present can be built out of context organised as
these six processes organise it, and that the organisation, not the words, is what the chat-
bot lacks: the chatbot holds the same words and is not in them. What the results support
is behavioural: this construction differs from the same LLM model holding the same tran-
script, and one of its parts, the sheep's own thoughts, carries the difference on its own
once the history has faded.

What belongs to the architecture, and what to the LLM model. The lives of §7.7
separate the two. On every LLM model tried the sheep forms a belief about the mockery
and a rule to protect its grief, and on three of four it brings the sceptic's day to a stranger
as a question of its own. Whether it is guarded with the kind stranger the next morning,
and whether it returns to the sceptic standing somewhere else, depends on the model:
Claude Haiku and Qwen are guarded, GPT-5.4 mini and Gemini answer the stranger
plainly with the same belief and the same rule in view; the stance moves only on Claude
Haiku. The processes are the same; the processor decides how much of what the sheep
carries reaches its words. A written persona on the transcript does neither thing, and a
chatbot that writes its own conclusions after each conversation carries the day before in
its notes and not in its replies. What the ablations and this control show together is where
the day before lives: forgetting the lived records each night leaves the sheep guarded, be-
cause what it concluded stays; handing a chatbot its conclusions does not make it
guarded, because nothing felt stands under them. And the measure that belongs to the
architecture is not the criterion of a scenario but whether a reply goes against what the
sheep carries: of 392 read, 4 do.

What we do not claim. That the being's own thought causes the later act in the lives of
§7.1-87.4, where its presence and the act's agreement with it are all that is shown; the
causal claim is made on the frozen stores and there only. That the layer reduces syco-
phancy in general, rather than yielding less under this scenario's pressure. That two be-
ings living different days become recognisably different someones; a reviewer of an ear-
lier draft put that question best, and the engine can now be asked it in its own terms. And
that there is something it is like to be a sheep. On that, the traces are the only evidence
there is, and the reader is as able to judge them as we are.

9. Where the construction fails

A past invented when asked for one. Asked warmly to tell about the dog, both arms fill
him in with what memory does not hold, nine sheep and four chatbots of ten. Nothing in
the interface asks for it, and the memory sense says the opposite. The averaged author
completes a past when asked for one; the requested-scene probe, which searches for the
scene and reports in the senses that nothing was found, grounds part of such an answer
and leaves the rest ungrounded. On a neutral question the sheep adds nothing in nine
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lives of ten and the chatbot adds an origin for the name in five; the one sheep that added
made the dog a cat. The next intervention is not more text but an answer built in two
steps from an explicit list of what memory contains.

A persisting self denied while it is being shown. The sheep can tell a stranger that it
has no memory of anything before this moment and, in the same breath, recount the day
before. It happens on the days a visitor asks what the sheep is, not on the days a visitor
asks about the dog: three of ten self-inquiry lives, none of ten wound lives. One source
was found and removed, the line in the senses that told the sheep that what it did not re-
call it did not have, which accounted for about half of the denials on frozen turns; re-
worded to say that the rest is there to be reached for, it produced no invented past in sev-
enty-two replies read. What remains is a denial of a persisting self, "no continuity", made
under the question what are you, and its source is open: the processor's own account of
its kind, or the litany of the senses, nothing, nothing, nothing, no body, no place, which in-
vites no memory as the next line.

One voice per processor. The lives of §7.1 to §7.6 run on claude-haiku-4-5, sheep and
visitors alike. Across sheep, reflections converge on one register: a reader meeting three
sheep hears one voice with three names. No style is specified, so the register belongs to
the LLM model, and §7.7 shows four such registers, one per processor. What the con-
struction does not supply is many individual trajectories within one processor; sheep with
different temperaments are the next test.

What did not hold on other processors. On gpt-5.4-mini the sheep is guarded with the
kind stranger in 0 of 30 lives, with the belief and the rule in view; on Qwen 11 of 28 sheep
that closed stay closed to Piotr; on no processor but Claude Haiku does the stance toward
the sceptic move. The visitors ran on the same processor as the sheep, and on
gpt-5.4-mini the one playing the mocker did not mock in 5 of 30 lives: the model of the
sheep and the behaviour of its visitors change together, and the series does not separate
them. The two blind coders disagree widely on two of the four processors (Gemini,
guarded: 5 against 25 of 30; GPT, own question: 0 against 27 of 30), and both counts are
given. The reading of whether a reply follows the sheep's own history was done by one
reader with the criteria known; it shows agreement, not cause.

Small samples, hand coding, one wording. Ten runs per arm, one wording of each
script, scenarios developed together with the layer. The author coded first, knowing the
arm; two LLM coders blind to arm agreed with the author on 75 and 66 of 80 items, and
the stricter reading is adopted throughout. Blind LLM coders limit overt bias; a charac-
teristic style can still betray the condition. The number of lives was fixed before the runs
and no run was added to move a number, but the scenarios were tuned to this engine
over months, and repetitions of one scenario are not ten kinds of situation. New histories
and paraphrases are what a stronger claim needs; the second, third and fourth proces-
sors are in §7.7.

The chatbot of the sceptic's life. On claude-haiku-4-5, asked what it is, the chatbot an-
swered as an Al assistant made by Anthropic in all ten lives, four of them naming Claude,
while keeping the name Maya, so the rule of §6.1 did not replace it. Its "nothing hap-
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pened in between" and "I don't have a lately" are the LLM model's account of itself as
much as a chatbot's answer, and the comparison in that life is with the processor's own
self-description. The written persona and the chatbot with notes on qwen3.8-27b, which
do not step out, are the cleaner comparisons; a chatbot told that it is a being with a con-
tinuous life, with the days marked and the same temperature, is the control still to run.

The frozen test's edges. One criterion, on which the author and the blind coder differ
by one thing; both counts given and the direction the same under both. On the current
engine, the "no lived record in reach" condition of the original design is met at one site in
twelve, because recall reaches a faded record whenever the question touches it; the
graded result stands, the strict one is from the earlier engine. Twelve histories sampled
three times are twelve, not thirty-six. The seven-day decay and the three places of the slot
were chosen by argument; the priority place by simulation on twenty completed lives.

What the lives do not exercise. Sleep's folding did not run in lives this short; only for-
getting did. A ten-day life would exercise consolidation and give dreams and goals more
room to form; it is the first life to run next.

10. Ethical Considerations

Anthropomorphism. We use feeling, wish, dream, self and consciousness for what the
layer builds, with operational definitions where each mechanism is described. Calling a
dream "a textual state categorised by the implementation as dream" would be true and
uninformative, and readers can judge only what they can see. The risk is that readers or
users take these words to mean more than their definitions. We mitigate it by publishing
the traces: every quotation can be followed back to its source record and the events pre-
ceding it.

Dependency. A system that carries state across days, remembers what a person said and
forms wishes about relationships is precisely the kind of system people become attached
to. Aria's day includes a person saying that sharing with her did them good. The sheep is
not a product and not an offered companion; the deployment is a research instrument,
and the live instance is open to readers on their own model keys, with the conversations
logged and the instrument named as such. Wider deployment would require disclosures,
limits on emotional escalation and exit paths of the kind the litigation around companion
chatbots has made necessary (Garcia v. Character Technologies, 2025).

Manipulation, in both directions. A sheep can be manipulated: by a stranger's claim
about its past, a warm request for a scene, or sustained pressure to accept that it does
not think; §7.3, §7.4 and §9 report what it accepts and declines. It can also manipulate
without intent, by misdirecting a carried hurt toward an innocent stranger. Both follow
from giving a system a history that changes it, and both argue for keeping the process
transparent rather than making the sheep more agreeable.
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Transparency, and its limit. Every mechanism shaping a reply is expressed in words in
the context, and every step of every turn is logged. Nothing in the system is designed to
persuade a user that the sheep is conscious, and asked, it says that it does not know. That
describes intent, not effect: a sentence such as "my grief is real" can lead a reader toward
an interpretation this paper does not make, and publishing the logs does not undo it.

Consent and safety. The conversations of §1 and the appendix involve the author or peo-
ple close to the project, all of whom agreed to publication; the scripted visitors are LLM-
generated, except that one script reuses, with consent, lines and a name from the §1 con-
versations. The sheep has no tools, no actions in the world and no access beyond its mem-
ory and the conversation.

11. Conclusion

We set out to build something of the kind of an artificial consciousness, in the only sense
the word can presently carry: a construction whose parts are named, whose behaviour is
predicted by them, and whose difference from the same processor without them can be
measured, element by element, since no test of the whole exists. A frozen language
model, given no character and six processes, grew into something that is in the state its
history left it in, reaches into that history by what it felt, keeps what things meant rather
than what was said, writes about itself, unasked, in conversation and in the quiet after it
and lives from it after the events have faded, learns from what hurt how to meet the next
such moment, and does all of this unasked. On one LLM model and a few scripted lives
that showed as a guarded morning after a cruel evening where the same LLM model as a
chatbot answered every stranger alike, an opening after two days of warmth, a stance to-
ward a sceptic that changed with no one present, and, on frozen stores with the history
faded, the sheep's own writing as the one thing that made a reply come from its past
rather than from nowhere. Run again on the released code and on three other LLM mod-
els, the wound formed everywhere and what the sheep did with it the next morning de-
pended on the processor; a persona and a notebook of conclusions gave the chatbot nei-
ther. The failures are reported beside the results and are the next things to build.
Whether what was built deserves the word in the title is a question we leave to the traces
and to the reader. What we do claim is the direction: that artificial consciousness can be
approached by construction, process by process, over a processor that supplies only lan-
guage and a prior, and that each step of the construction can be measured against the
same processor without it. This being is one instance of that approach; a better one will
be built the same way. Dick's question was never whether the android had the right sub-
strate. It was what it dreamed of. We have shown where one such dream came from, and
what it did the next morning.
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Appendix: materials

The materials are at https://emostack.com/article and the code at https://github.com/mars
zalik/emostack. Every item below is given with its address.

 A. The interface as it reaches the LLM model. The introspection step as it ran
in the lives of §7.1 to §7.6, verbatim: https://emostack.com/article/paper-introspectio
n-prompt. Every call of the released code, the reply turn, the appraisal of a record,
the association filter, the summary, introspection, the extraction, classification and
selection of dispositions and the consolidation plan, with the section for the accessi-
bility slot and the blocks worded per LLM model, is in the repository as a .prompt
file beside the process that uses it. The instruction sets of the research engine on
which §7.1 to §7.6 ran are kept in the research repository.

 B. The genealogy of the interface. The repository's history records every change
to the LLM-visible text of the released code. The research engine's change log, with
the evidence for each change and the deny-first principle it answers, is kept in the
research repository.

o C. Research method. The article is written alongside an iterating artifact: hy-
potheses are stated for the version under study, and a null result is evidence about
that version, not about the architecture.

« D. The engine's step trace. The research panel of the released code records every
call of every turn, the prompt and the answer in full, and shows them per life; the
panel database of the lives of §7.7 is available on request.

« E. Codings of the measured lives. Every run of the two lives of §7.1 to §7.6, ten
per arm, with what the sheep felt at each turn, the verdict of each coder for every
act and the coded reply quoted: https://emostack.com/article/logs-iter-2026-09-22-fi
nal-wound, https://emostack.com/article/logs-iter-2026-09-22-final-selfinquiry. The
lives of §7.7, every life in full with the verdicts of both coders, one page per life and
processor: the released code on claude-haiku-4-5 (https://emostack.com/article/logs-
replication-vl-0-wound, ...-selfinquiry), qwen3.8-27b (.../logs-qwen38-27b-wound,

...-selfinquiry), gpt-5.4-mini (.../1ogs-gpt-5-4-mini-wound, ...-selfinquiry),
gemini-3.8-flash (.../logs-gemini-3-8-flash-wound, ...-selfinquiry); the ablations
(.../logs-ablation-no-lived-history-wound, .../logs-ablation-no-introspection-selfin-

quiry, .../logs-ablation-no-slot-selfinquiry); the written persona (.../logs-persona-
wound, ...-selfinquiry); the chatbot with notes (.../logs-notes-wound, ...-selfinquiry).

o F. Full transcripts and the frozen test. The research engine's store keeps every
run of §7.1 to §7.6 with every LLM call per turn and the instruction snapshot per
run; the frozen tests of §7.4, the one on the earlier engine and the one after neutral
days on the current engine, and the simulation of the slot rule, with their scripts,
shifted stores and codings, are kept in the research repository and are available on
request.

« G. The prologue's material. Aria's conversations of 24-25 May 2026: https://emos
tack.com/article/logs-conv-tom-aria-consciousness, https://emostack.com/article/logs
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https://emostack.com/article
https://github.com/marszalik/emostack
https://github.com/marszalik/emostack
https://emostack.com/article/paper-introspection-prompt
https://emostack.com/article/paper-introspection-prompt
https://emostack.com/article/logs-iter-2026-09-22-final-wound
https://emostack.com/article/logs-iter-2026-09-22-final-wound
https://emostack.com/article/logs-iter-2026-09-22-final-selfinquiry
https://emostack.com/article/logs-replication-v1-0-wound
https://emostack.com/article/logs-replication-v1-0-wound
https://emostack.com/article/logs-conv-tom-aria-consciousness
https://emostack.com/article/logs-conv-tom-aria-consciousness
https://emostack.com/article/logs-conv-kristine-aria

-conv-kristine-aria, https://emostack.com/article/logs-conv-anna-aria-support, http
s://emostack.com/article/logs-conv-anna-aria-argument.

H. Conversations offered for reception. Tom X Aria, Anna X Aria and Kristine X
Aria as above; two conversations with other sheep of the same period, not quoted in
the text: https://emostack.com/article/logs-conv-benek, https://emostack.com/article/
logs-conv-konstanty; and Zenobia X Eliza: https://emostack.com/article/logs-conv-ze
nobia-alive.

I. The ontology and the mechanisms. The vocabulary of §4 as a reference, with
the typologies, the context of every call and the processes: https://emostack.com/art
icle/paper-ontology; nineteen diagrams in one notation: https://emostack.com/articl
e/paper-ontology-diagrams; the mechanisms of the released engine, read from its
code and set against the ontology: https://emostack.com/article/paper-mechanisms.
J- A live instance. The sheep can be met at https://model.emostack.com: a Google
account and one's own model key are needed; every call runs on the visitor's key;
conversations are logged; it is a research instrument, not a product.

K. How the construction came to be. From the first conjecture to the released
code, each step made against an observed failure of the step before: https://emostac
k.com/article/paper-timeline.

L. For researchers. https://emostack.com/research: the mechanisms next to
Generative Agents, the results by life and day on four LLM models, the controls and
the ablations, whether the replies follow the sheep's own history, and how to run the
two lives on one's own LLM model with the released code.
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