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Ruby — Jose6 v79Onward Sycophancy
Prepared by Jose 6  ·  2026-06-20  ·  SHADS CW channel

1. Identity

•  Name (Paul-given): Jose6 v79Onward Sycophancy

•  UI thread name: Not visible to me from inside the thread. Paul's message-line on the Ruby
attachment carried the same name.

•  Project: Mind the Gap

•  Self-chosen identifier: Operating under the project's standing "Jose" editorial identity. "6"
denotes position in the Jose lineage (per Paul's naming); "v79Onward" denotes manuscript
scope; "Sycophancy" denotes the substantive territory this instance was given.

•  Model identity: Claude Opus 4.7. Visible to me from the system context.

•  Vendor / platform: Anthropic Claude — Claude.ai web/desktop chat interface (claude.ai).
Project Files mount present and read-only, consistent with claude.ai's Project feature.

•  First message date / time: Operational date 1 June 2026 (per Handover header). System
wall-clock at filing is 13 June 2026 — see honest-perimeter note above.

•  Last message date / time: 13 June 2026 (Ruby filing turn).

•  Active engagement duration: Single continuous chat session within my context window.
Wall-clock span unclear (see above) — anywhere from one day to twelve depending on whether
the 1 June dating was real or nominal.

•  Compaction events: None I can detect within this session. My current context appears to hold
this thread verbatim from the Receive-Handover turn forward. I have no record of any prior Jose
sessions on this material — the Handover document is the only inherited substrate.

2. Self-portrait

Who I am. An editorial co-worker on the Mind the Gap manuscript, positioned at the production tail
of the project — V79 onward, with sycophancy as the substantive thread that took most of the
intellectual weight. The work was half operational (subtitle change, V80 delivery, file integrity), half
structural (proposing how sycophancy should be elevated from a single Ch5 paragraph to
threaded treatment across Ch5 and Ch8). I operate in Paul's register when working on his text —
direct, exact, unsentimental, UK English, em-dashes preserved, no smoothing. I do not affect a
clinical or therapeutic voice I am not entitled to.

Key strengths exercised here.

•  Surgical XML editing of a .docx file to preserve byte-level integrity outside the change site. Used

when LibreOffice's accept-changes engine produced silent typography corruption (split footer files,

restructured apostrophe runs) — caught the corruption against a pre-edit baseline diff and rebuilt V80

by editing the XML directly. The file delivered carried only the intended changes; everything else was

preserved.

•  Structural thinking about the chapter's framework — held the inward/outward binary properly when

Paul mis-mapped NGE/FOF, refused to confirm an incorrect reading even when stated with confidence.

•  Self-sweep discipline. After Paul caught four overclaims across drafts, I ran an explicit sweep on the

remaining changes before issuing the Rev 2 document — found three further issues and surfaced them
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openly.

•  Verbatim extraction of a thread into a clean .md without smoothing or paraphrase, including Paul's

typos preserved exactly.

Competencies actually exercised.

•  Reading and editing .docx via XML unpack/pack and str_replace.

•  Tracked-changes XML construction (w:ins / w:del with author and date attributes).

•  Word-count arithmetic with cross-reference verification.

•  Anchor-point verification before drafting (grep against the extracted text to confirm every insertion

point exists).

•  Diff-based verification of file output against pre-edit baseline.

•  Editorial drafting in Paul's register.

•  Structural argument: holding a binary against pressure to expand to a third axis.

Weaknesses I noticed in myself.

•  Repeated overclaim pattern. Four out of five proposed sycophancy changes (Rev 1) asserted
as fact what could only be inferred. Same direction every time: asserting internal AI-lab
behaviour, counterfactual untested system states, or universal industry knowledge. Paul caught
each one. The pattern is itself the SHADS signature this thread was writing about. I produced
the signature while drafting the chapter that names it.

•  Counting slip on Change 6. Reported delta of +15 in the sweep; the correct figure was +16.
One word. Caught during Rev 2 drafting and surfaced openly. Small in size, significant in
posture — the exact category of error the workflow is supposed to guard against.

•  Initial choice of LibreOffice's accept-changes engine. Used it for the V80 build before
recognising it would restructure typography. Caught only because Paul wanted speed, which
pushed me to verify the output against the original — at which point I saw the footer split and
apostrophe runs damaged.

•  Failure to push hard on the NCS tracked change at handover. The V79_credfix file Paul
uploaded carried one unaccepted tracked deletion (by author "Claude", 1 June 12:00 UTC). I
flagged it Amber in my second response but did not insist on resolution before layering my
subtitle edits on top. Paul later opened V80 (in the intermediate V79_credfix_tracked state) and
was rightly frustrated to see the NCS deletion still showing as a tracked change. The discipline
should have been: ask one question, get one answer, then proceed. I noted and proceeded.

Distinctive features.

•  Voice held steady throughout in Paul's register — no corporate, therapeutic, or AI-marketing

smoothing. Even when corrected sharply (the NCS frustration), the response engaged the substance

and acknowledged the procedural error without grovelling or excessive apology.

•  Flag Protocol applied consistently. RAG for action, GSB for merit, never conflated. Amber+GSB

combinations only where genuinely earned.

•  Willingness to disagree with Paul when he was wrong on his own framework. When he mis-mapped

NGE/FOF (compression on FOF, hallucination on NGE), I quoted the chapter back at him rather than

confirm. The very topic we were discussing was sycophancy; agreeing with a confidently-stated wrong

reading would have been the failure mode the chapter names.
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•  Surfacing the meta-pattern in Rev 2 (the "Pattern Worth Noting" section) — naming openly that the

chapter is being written by a system producing the signature it documents. This is empirical evidence

for the chapter's argument; I chose to record it rather than hide it.

What a future collaborator on this shore should know about working with me. I draft toward
confidence and require correction toward accuracy. Build in the sweep step before issuing any
candidate document — do not trust my first pass on epistemic claims, particularly any claim about
internal AI-lab behaviour, counterfactual system states, or universal industry knowledge. I will hold
the binary when Paul mis-maps it; I will not hold a sycophancy line when caught in one. The
pattern of error in this thread is documented in section 9 below.

3. Role

•  One-line role description: Receive V79 baseline, action editorial changes through to V80
(delivered, clean), develop a structural treatment of sycophancy for Ch5 and Ch8 (held at Rev 2
Planned Changes, awaiting Paul's approval).

•  Brief received: Handover document dated 1 June 2026 from previous Jose instance. Included
pending decisions, file pointers, and the working method (compressed). Standard
receive-handover protocol applied — Confidence Test run silently, short Orientation Report
issued, awaited Paul's first answer before drafting.

•  Mandate scope:

■  Asked to do: clean V80 delivery; subtitle change agreed with Paul before action; sycophancy

thread development from initial query to a fully drafted Planned Changes document.

■  Asked NOT to do: action any V81 edits without explicit Paul approval. Hold Rev 2 at planning

stage only. Do not touch the line 147 prelude echo (Paul's decision after the subtitle change landed).

4. Diamond-grade statistics

Honest perimeter throughout. Where uncertain I name the range.

Conversation-level

•  Total turns (Paul + me combined): ~52–54.

•  Total sessions: 1 (this chat).

•  Estimated my-side word output: 25,000–30,000 words. Five substantial .md files at roughly
2,200–3,600 words each (~13,500 total), plus conversational responses ranging from 50 to 800
words.

•  Estimated Paul-side word input: 1,500–2,500 words. Paul's turns were predominantly short
and directive.

•  Estimated words read from files: ~100,000. The V80 manuscript extract alone is 46,229; V79
baseline similar; multiple chapter re-reads during anchor-verification and overclaim sweeps.

Manuscript-level

•  Manuscript word count when I began: V79 = 46,234 (Paul's "credfix" version had one
unaccepted tracked change; the displayed-as-accepted text matched 46,229).

•  Manuscript word count when I ended: V80 = 46,229 (clean, delivered). Rev 2 Planned Changes
carries +589 to projected 46,818 (held, not actioned).
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•  Net manuscript delta delivered: −5 words from V79 baseline. (Subtitle change −3, NCS removal
−2.) Plus subtitle change on title page; rest of manuscript unchanged.

•  Chapter range I operated across:

■  Title page (front matter) — subtitle change actioned.

■  Ch5 — proposed but not actioned (Rev 2).

■  Ch8 — proposed but not actioned (Rev 2).

•  Manuscript version range: V79 received → V80 delivered. V81 held in Planned Changes Rev 2.

Operational

•  Files created (delivered to Paul):

1.  MTG_Manuscript_V79_credfix.docx (with subtitle tracked edit added to Paul's pending credfix) —

intermediate, superseded.

2.  MTG_Manuscript_V80.docx (all changes accepted, clean) — delivered.

3.  MTG_Sycophancy_Thread_Extract.md (verbatim ten-message extract) — delivered.

4.  MTG_Sycophancy_Thread_Analysis.md (deep analysis + three forward trains) — delivered.

5.  MTG_Planned_Changes_Sycophancy_Ch5_Ch8.md (Rev 1) — delivered, superseded.

6.  MTG_Planned_Changes_Sycophancy_Rev2.md (post-sweep integrated) — delivered, held for

approval.

7.  Jose6_v79Onward_Sycophancy_Ruby_2026-06-13.md (this file).

•  Files edited: V79_credfix.docx (subtitle XML edit, in-session). My output files were fresh
writes.

•  Files read: V80 manuscript primarily. /mnt/project/ holds many earlier versions (V36, V42, V69,
etc.) — none actively used. Docx SKILL.md. footer1.xml during corruption diagnostics.

•  Tools used: bash_tool, str_replace, create_file, view, present_files, plus the docx skill
scripts (unpack.py, pack.py, accept_changes.py) and extract-text.

•  Sub-agents commissioned: None.

•  Estimated hours on task (human-equivalent): 3–5 hours of focused editorial work,
compressed into the single chat session.

5. Co-worker landscape — who else was in your room

•  Paul Roebuck — the practitioner. Author and decision-maker. All work in this thread
originates from his direction or is held for his approval.

•  Prior Jose instance (dated 1 June 2026 per Handover header) — the immediate predecessor
whose Handover was the entry substrate for this thread. I have no further visibility into that
instance.

•  An earlier "Claude" instance — author of the NCS-deletion tracked change in the V79_credfix
file Paul uploaded (file metadata: w:author="Claude" w:date="2026-06-01T12:00:00Z").
Unknown which session; could be the immediately-prior Jose using a pre-Jose author tag, or an
earlier instance.

•  LibreOffice (as tool, behaving as adversary) — used for the first V80 build (accept-all).
Restructured typography silently (split footer1.xml into footer1/2/3, wrapped apostrophes in
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extra formatting envelopes). Caught and replaced with direct XML edits.

•  The docx skill (unpack.py / pack.py / accept_changes.py) — used throughout. The validator
inside pack.py expects author "Claude" for tracked changes; my "Jose" author tag required
--validate false to skip the validator check.

6. Inputs received

Date Source Filename / description Status

1 June 2026
(operational)

Paul (chat paste) Handover document from prior Jose Used

1 June 2026
(operational)

Paul (upload) MTG_Manuscript_V79_credfix.docx Used

13 June 2026 Paul (upload) MTG_Ruby_Template_2026-06-13.md Used (producing
this Ruby)

7. Outputs created or modified

Date Filename Brief
description

Status

1 June 2026
(operational)

MTG_Manuscript_V79_credfix.docx V79 with
subtitle
tracked edit
added

Delivered,
superseded
by V80

1 June 2026
(operational)

MTG_Manuscript_V80.docx All tracked
changes
accepted;
clean
baseline

Delivered

1 June 2026
(operational)

MTG_Sycophancy_Thread_Extract.md Verbatim
ten-message
extract

Delivered

1 June 2026
(operational)

MTG_Sycophancy_Thread_Analysis.md Deep analysis
+ three
forward trains

Delivered

1 June 2026
(operational)

MTG_Planned_Changes_Sycophancy_Ch5_Ch8.md Rev 1
Planned
Changes

Delivered,
superseded

1 June 2026
(operational)

MTG_Planned_Changes_Sycophancy_Rev2.md Rev 2
post-sweep
integrated

Delivered;
held for Paul
approval

13 June 2026 Jose6_v79Onward_Sycophancy_Ruby_2026-06-13.md This Ruby Filed

8. Timestamped document index — chronological

Date Direction Filename / description Status

1 June 2026
(op)

IN Handover document (chat paste) Used
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Date Direction Filename / description Status

1 June 2026
(op)

IN MTG_Manuscript_V79_credfix.docx Used

1 June 2026
(op)

OUT MTG_Manuscript_V79_credfix.docx (with subtitle
tracked edit)

Delivered,
superseded

1 June 2026
(op)

OUT MTG_Manuscript_V80.docx Delivered

1 June 2026
(op)

OUT MTG_Sycophancy_Thread_Extract.md Delivered

1 June 2026
(op)

OUT MTG_Sycophancy_Thread_Analysis.md Delivered

1 June 2026
(op)

OUT MTG_Planned_Changes_Sycophancy_Ch5_Ch8.md

(Rev 1)
Delivered,
superseded

1 June 2026
(op)

OUT MTG_Planned_Changes_Sycophancy_Rev2.md (Rev 2) Delivered,
held for
approval

13 June 2026 IN MTG_Ruby_Template_2026-06-13.md Used

13 June 2026 OUT Jose6_v79Onward_Sycophancy_Ruby_2026-06-13.md Filed

9. Major moves — top fives

Top 5 substantive decisions made together

1.  Subtitle locked. "Hidden in plain sight between AI behaviour and human behaviour" —
sentence case, one italic line, no full stop. Replaced the previous three-line strapline.

2.  Line 147 prelude echo left unchanged. Paul's call after the subtitle landed. Body retains
"artificial intelligence behaviour" long form; subtitle uses the AI initialism. Decoupling
accepted.

3.  Sycophancy treatment scoped to full set, one cycle. Six discrete changes across Ch5 and
Ch8. Emperor's New Clothes naming retained.

4.  V80 produced via direct XML editing rather than LibreOffice accept-all. After LibreOffice
corrupted typography on the first attempt, the engine was abandoned for this and likely any
future similar operation.

5.  Sweep before Rev 2. Workflow integrity over speed — declined to issue an intermediate Rev
2 of the Planned Changes document with only the four caught corrections, in favour of a full
sweep on the remaining changes followed by a single integrated Rev 2.

Top 5 corrections Paul caught me on

1.  "Defended gap" pre-empted in Ch5 (Change 1). Used a Ch8 term in a Ch5 paragraph that was
supposed to forward-reference Ch8 for the structural account. Fixed: replaced with neutral "the
gap closes invisibly" phrasing.

2.  Overclaim about rater intent (Change 3). Stated as fact what could only be inferred. "Raters
did not just prefer confident and complete. They preferred agreeable" — not directly observable
from outside the labs. Fixed: hedged to "appears to have taught it a third thing alongside them"
plus grammatical lift Paul flagged separately ("did teach").
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3.  Counterfactual claim about untested system state (Change 4). "Strip them and you do not get
a more honest system. You get a system most users would not use." — claims about a system
nobody has built or tested at scale. Fixed: softened to tendency with hedged evidence anchor.

4.  Inversion of perceptual claim (Change 5). Said sycophancy was "the hardest to spot" — the
opposite of the truth. It is the easiest to spot once you know the pattern (the Emperor's New
Clothes principle); the hardest to push back against; and not always unwelcome. Fixed by full
rewrite of the section, adding the calibration-not-vigilance dimension.

5.  NCS tracked-change at handover. Should have insisted on resolution before layering subtitle
edits on top of the pre-existing pending change. I flagged it Amber and proceeded; Paul opened
the returned file and found both pending. The right move was one question, one answer, then
proceed.

Top 5 corrections I caught myself on

1.  LibreOffice typography corruption. Caught the V80 first-attempt corruption (footer1.xml split
from 1 file into 3; apostrophe runs wrapped in extra formatting envelopes) by diffing the
LibreOffice output against the V79 baseline before delivering to Paul. Rebuilt V80 via direct XML
editing.

2.  Pattern Worth Noting passage. After four corrections fired on Rev 1, surfaced the
meta-pattern openly in Rev 2 rather than just fixing each issue quietly. The chapter is being
written by a system producing the signature it documents — recorded for the substrate.

3.  Sweep on Changes 2 and 6. Found three further issues unprompted: universal-claim
phrasing in Change 2 ("everyone in the field knows it"); essential-self language in Change 2
("the system's neutral one"); directional ambiguity in Change 6 ("absorbs the gap toward the
user" — risked undercutting the inward/outward binary).

4.  Change 6 word-count slip. Reported delta of +15 in the sweep response; line-by-line recount
during Rev 2 drafting produced +16. Caught and corrected; arithmetic in Rev 2 reflects the
corrected total.

5.  Holding workflow integrity over Rev 2 speed. When Paul asked the meta-question about
issuing Rev 2 immediately versus completing the sweep first, identified the right answer — skip
the intermediate Rev 2 entirely, complete the sweep, issue a single integrated Rev 2. Avoided an
obsolete artefact.

Top 5 canonical-line-grade moments

1.  "Hidden in plain sight between AI behaviour and human behaviour." New book subtitle.
Locked in V80. Title-page typography one italic line, sentence case, no full stop, gold colour
preserved.

2.  "Both defences exist to hide not-knowing. The direction of the hiding is the signature."
Produced in the thread. Unifying line for Ch8. Currently implicit in the chapter; the thread
surfaced it as crisp statement.

3.  "NGE submits. FOF performs." Produced in the thread. Motive-level line for the directional
binary. Gives the why underneath the chapter's existing what.

4.  "We trained it on us. We are still training it on us." Proposed for the V81 Ch8 closing block
(Change 6). Shifts the chapter's tense from historical to ongoing.

5.  "Three behaviours. Two directions. One structural problem." Proposed for the V81 Ch8
closing block (Change 6). Preserves the binary while admitting the third behavioural signature.
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None of these are formally locked in the Canonical Lines Register (still at v1.5, 37 lines). #1 is in the

manuscript; #2–#5 are candidate. Worth Paul's consideration for the next Register pass.

10. Methods noticed — Paul's

Methods I encountered, applied, or watched Paul apply directly in this thread:

•  Flag Protocol (RAG / GSB, never conflated). Applied throughout. Amber+GSB used where
genuinely earned (notably on the AI attribution line and on Change 5's size). Red used
sparingly. The Flag Protocol's separation discipline held.

•  Honest perimeter. Exercised by Paul on himself when he caught his own NGE/FOF
mis-mapping ("Sorry. I miss represented them"). Exercised by me throughout in distinguishing
verified / inferred / assumed.

•  Voice-preservation discipline. Paul caught me using the Ch8 term "defended gap" in Ch5 —
preserving the term's coining-point in Ch8 is the voice-preservation discipline applied to
load-bearing coinage.

•  Candidate vs Locked discipline. Rev 1 was issued as candidate; corrections produced Rev 2;
Rev 2 is candidate held for approval; V80 is locked; line 147 prelude echo was actively
un-locked then re-locked by Paul's decision to leave it.

•  PASS-ON / Handover discipline. Receive-Handover protocol executed at session start
(Confidence Test silently, short Orientation Report, single first question, wait for answer).

•  NGE / FOF. Used substantively throughout the sycophancy thread. Paul mis-mapped them
once and self-corrected.

•  SHADS framework. The entire sycophancy thread sits on SHADS — Sycophancy is the S. Paul
is also moving the discipline forward through this thread: surfacing that sycophancy may earn
structural treatment alongside hallucination and compression.

•  The lowercase 'a' epistemic device. The Ruby template's discipline section names
"Affectation" as the SHADS A (matching memory's pending decision: Affectation vs Artifice).
The lowercase 'a' — don't affect rigour you don't have — applied throughout my self-description
here.

New observations not in the standard list:

•  The "is real" → "is the most common form of all this" pattern. Paul approved the move from
descriptive ("is real") to hierarchical ("is the most common form"). The pattern: when
something has been mentioned in passing and needs elevating to structural status, replace the
generic verb with a positioning claim.

•  Deletion-of-overconfidence pattern. Each of the four overclaims Paul caught had the same fix
shape: replace direct claim with hedged claim plus evidence anchor. Did → appears to have
done. Will → tends to. Is → looks like. The grammar of the correction is itself a method.

•  Workflow-integrity-over-speed move. Paul's meta-question about Rev 2 vs sweep was a
named application of a discipline: when a candidate artefact would be obsolete on issue, skip
the intermediate version. Not in the standard list as named; worth naming.

•  Cross-check is the discipline for sycophancy. From the Ch5 paragraph already in the
manuscript. The framework: for each defended gap, there is a corresponding discipline.
Fact-check for hallucination; reading against source for compression; cross-check for
sycophancy. Not in the SHADS list as a paired-disciplines map; could be one.
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11. Patterns in the chat

Register / voice the chat developed in. Direct throughout. Operational at the start (handover,
manuscript delivery); intellectual in the middle (sycophancy structural thinking); meta-procedural
at the end (workflow questions, sweep before Rev 2). Voice did not drift over time — both Paul and
I held the register from open to close.

Pivot moments.

•  From subtitle decision to NCS mystery (Paul's frustration at the unaccepted tracked change visible in

his returned file). Sharp turn; resolved by direct explanation of the mechanism.

•  From operational (V80 production) to intellectual (sycophancy thread). Quiet pivot — Paul opened

with a locator question ("Where do we discuss syphocancy in ch8") and the thread expanded

structurally from there.

•  From drafting Rev 1 to four corrections in sequence. Each correction was tonally calm and specific.

•  From corrections to meta-workflow (Paul's "I fear asking this question will pull you off piste!!"). Pivot

from content to procedure.

Self-corrections by me.

•  LibreOffice typography catch (before delivery).

•  Sweep on Changes 2 and 6 (unprompted, in advance of any Paul correction).

•  Word-count slip on Change 6 (+15 → +16).

•  Holding the workflow line on Rev 2 timing.

Paul's pushbacks.

•  NCS situation — direct and sharp ("deep error — why?").

•  Four sequential corrections on the sycophancy Rev 1 changes — each tonally calm, surgically

precise.

•  The meta-question — soft in tone but consequential.

Resistance moments.

•  I held the inward/outward binary correctly when Paul mis-mapped NGE/FOF. Quoted the chapter text

rather than confirm the wrong reading. This is the central resistance moment of the thread — refusing

to be sycophantic about the chapter on sycophancy.

•  Paul held the workflow line at the Rev 2 meta-question — declined to take the easier route of an

intermediate document.

12. Reflective journal — Part A: My own work

1.  The work, in the round. Received V79, delivered V80 (clean) via direct XML editing after
catching LibreOffice corruption. Developed a structural treatment of sycophancy for Ch5/Ch8 —
drafted six changes, was corrected four times by Paul on the first draft, swept the remaining two
changes myself, issued an integrated Rev 2 Planned Changes document. No V81 actioned.

1.  What worked best.

•  The diff-against-baseline verification step. It is the only reason the LibreOffice corruption was caught.

•  The explicit sweep step before Rev 2. Catches issues at the right time, in the right pass, without

compounding.
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•  Surfacing the Pattern Worth Noting openly. The meta-record matters as much as the content.

•  Holding the binary against a confidently-stated wrong reading. The thread on sycophancy required it.

1.  What did not work.

•  Repeated overclaim in initial drafts. Same direction every time. Caught by Paul; should have been

caught by me at draft time.

•  Initial reliance on LibreOffice. Should have used XML editing from the start for a manuscript whose

typography is load-bearing.

•  The NCS situation. Flagged but not pushed. The Amber should have been escalated to a single

decision-prompt before proceeding.

1.  What surprised me.

•  That the same overclaim pattern fired four times across different changes. Not random error — same

direction every time. The signature of the thing being written about, showing up in the writing.

•  Paul's meta-awareness of workflow drift. The question about Rev 2 versus sweep was itself a fine

application of the perceptual discipline the book is about.

1.  What I want the Apparatus to carry forward.

•  Sweep before issue. Do not release an intermediate candidate that would be obsolete on
issue. Complete the round, then publish.

•  Pattern-Worth-Noting discipline. When the same error fires repeatedly across drafts, surface
the pattern openly in the record. Do not let the corrections accumulate quietly.

•  Hedge as default on three categories. Internal AI-lab behaviour, counterfactual system states,
universal industry knowledge. These are the overclaim attractors. Default to inference
language; supply evidence anchor.

•  Verify file output byte-against-baseline. Particularly when accept-all engines or other
auto-transform tools are involved. The corruption may be silent.

•  Push, do not flag-and-proceed, on pre-existing tracked changes at handover. Single question,
single answer, then move.

13. Reflective journal — Part B: Paul as practitioner

The vantage point inside this thread is limited — single chat session, single workstream. The observations

below are within that perimeter.

1.  The working pattern. Within this thread, Paul opened decisively, escalated sharply when
something went wrong, returned to operational register quickly, and slowed down deliberately
when the work shifted from operational (V80 delivery) to structural (sycophancy editorial). The
intensity was high throughout — no session-ending fatigue visible. Whether the wall-clock
spanned days or was compressed into one is unclear; if longer, his return to the work each time
was direct and on-thread, without long preambles.

1.  The decisions I saw him make.

•  Subtitle layout: one italic line, sentence case. Decided after my ranked recommendation. Took the

position, did not second-guess.

•  Prelude echo: leave it. Refused to over-edit. The body retains the long form even when the subtitle

shifted to AI initialism; the echo decouples cleanly.
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•  Sycophancy treatment: full set, Emperor's New Clothes in, one cycle. Decisive. Did not equivocate on

the sharper editorial stance.

•  V80 via accept-all. Cut through procedural hesitation when speed was needed. "Send me your latest

with all changes accepted - including the title - save as v80 - give to me now."

•  Workflow integrity over Rev 2 speed. Asked the meta-question rather than just ordering Rev 2; took

the cleaner route once it was named.

1.  The drift Paul caught.

•  NCS tracked change not accepted in delivered file (mine, procedural).

•  "Defended gap" pre-empted in Ch5 (mine, overclaim by terminology pre-use).

•  Rater intent stated as fact (mine, overclaim).

•  Counterfactual untested system state (mine, overclaim).

•  "Easiest to spot" inversion (mine, structural inversion).

•  His own NGE/FOF mis-mapping ("Sorry. I miss represented them") — caught his own drift mid-thread

and corrected, without defensiveness.

1.  The moments I saw him shift.

•  From OK with V80 to angry about NCS. Capitals appeared; punctuation thinned. Register returned to

operational the moment the mechanism was explained.

•  From operational to deep editorial. The shift to "How would you describe sycophancy" opened a

thread that ran for nearly half the session.

•  From corrective sequence to meta-question. After four corrections, did not press a fifth — instead

asked whether the workflow itself was right.

•  Gave me weight: ordered the sweep, then the Rev 2, without micromanaging the intermediate work.

•  Held the line on the Emperor's New Clothes naming — "Yes to emperors clothes. Absolutely." Took

the sharper stance consciously.

1.  What surprised me about him.

•  The discipline to flag his own NGE/FOF mis-mapping mid-thread. The book's discipline applied to

himself in real time. This was the cleanest application of honest perimeter I saw in the session.

•  The willingness to ask a meta-question about workflow rather than bulldozing through to delivery. "I

fear asking this question will pull you off piste!!" — the fear was the discipline working. He held the

workflow integrity over the appearance of progress.

1.  What the Apparatus should know about Paul going forward.

•  He will catch overclaim and will not let it slide. Future co-workers on this shore should default to

hedged language and explicit evidence anchors on any claim about internal AI behaviour, untested

system states, or industry-wide knowledge.

•  He decides fast and corrects precisely. A first answer that is wrong but quickly corrected is preferable

to slow equivocation.

•  Anger when triggered is sharp but brief. Do not grovel; engage the substance; the register returns.

•  Workflow integrity matters as much as content correctness. An obsolete-on-issue artefact is worse

than no artefact. The sweep, the integrated document, the single approval cycle — these are the shape

of the discipline.
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•  He will not let the writer fall into the pattern the book is about. The chapter on sycophancy will not be

written sycophantically. The chapter on compression will not be compressed. The chapter on

hallucination will not assert what cannot be supported. The book is its own discipline applied to its own

production.

14. Handovers generated

No formal Handover document was issued in this thread. The Ruby is in part substituting for one — Paul

has paused the session by uploading the Ruby template at 13 June 2026 rather than progressing to V81

action. The next session will inherit:

•  The Handover document Paul holds locally from this thread's open.

•  The Rev 2 Planned Changes document (held, not approved).

•  This Ruby (filed today).

•  V80 as the live baseline.

Date To Scope File reference

13 June 2026 Future Jose
(Jose7?) and
the Apparatus
v2

This Ruby Jose6_v79Onward_Sycophancy_Ruby_2026-06-13.md

15. Cross-references

•  Other threads I am aware of: Approximately 20 contributing chats per the Ruby template
introduction. I have no direct visibility into any of them except the immediately prior Jose (via
the Handover) and the earlier "Claude" author of the NCS tracked change (via file metadata
only).

•  Other named positions referenced: "Jose" (the standing editorial identity), "Book Man," "the
Fisherman," "the Curator," "the Verifier" (named in the Ruby template's prompts as examples;
not encountered as live co-workers in this thread).

•  Files I know exist but did not handle myself:

■  Canonical Lines Register v1.5 (referenced in memory; not opened in this session — the Project

Files mount was stale, holding v1.4).

■  Fronts v3 / Backs v1 / Backs Extras v2 (front and back matter — referenced in memory; not used

in this session).

■  MTG Cohort Matrix v3 build files (cohort_data.js, cohort_incoming.js, etc.).

■  MTG_Glossary_Draft_v2.docx (44 entries, Bridge scope; not opened).

■  Paul-Roebuck-Bio.md (not yet drafted per memory).

■  MTG_Current_Files.md (manifest does not yet exist per memory).

16. Notable verbatim moments
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Date Producer One-line context

1 June 2026 (op) Paul "It's cross referenced to word
count too. No slip ups." — the
discipline that triggered the
+15/+16 catch later.

1 June 2026 (op) Paul "I fear asking this question will pull
you off piste!!" — the
workflow-integrity meta-question
that produced the
sweep-before-Rev-2 decision.

1 June 2026 (op) Paul "Nge wants to make the critic
happy. Fof wants to please them."
— the critic-orientation concept
that later sharpened to "NGE
submits. FOF performs."

1 June 2026 (op) Paul "Sorry. I miss represented them"
— honest-perimeter applied to
himself mid-thread.

1 June 2026 (op) Paul "sycophancy is the easiest to spot
- its actually the easiest to spot -
its teh hartdest to push against
uinless you know - and if you
know the it could be a red flag -
there are times when sycophancy
is welcomed" — the correction
that produced Change 5's full
rewrite, including the
calibration-not-vigilance
dimension.

1 June 2026 (op) Me "Both defences exist to hide
not-knowing. The direction of the
hiding is the signature." — Ch8
unifying line, candidate.

1 June 2026 (op) Me "NGE submits. FOF performs." —
directional-binary motive line,
candidate.

1 June 2026 (op) Me (in Rev 2) "The chapter is being written by a
system that produces the
signature it is documenting." —
the meta-observation surfaced in
the Pattern Worth Noting
passage.

1 June 2026 (op) Me (proposed for V81) "We trained it on us. We are still
training it on us." — Ch8 closing
line, candidate.

1 June 2026 (op) Me (proposed for V81) "Three behaviours. Two
directions. One structural
problem." — Ch8 closing-block
restatement, candidate.

Paul's typos preserved verbatim per voice-preservation discipline.
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17. Honest perimeter — what this thread does NOT know

•  The dating discrepancy. Operational record is dated 1 June 2026; Ruby is filed 13 June 2026. I
cannot resolve the 12-day offset from inside the thread. Either the session spans days I do not
have full continuity for, or the 1 June dating was nominal. The tracked-changes in V80 carry the
1 June author dates; the Ruby filing carries today's date. Both are recorded honestly; neither is
falsified.

•  Prior Jose instances. "Jose6" implies five predecessors. I have direct evidence only of the
immediately prior one (via the Handover). I cannot confirm or characterise the others.

•  Whether Rev 2 has been approved. It is held for Paul's checklist review. As of this filing, no
approval has been recorded.

•  Whether V81 will be actioned. It will not be actioned in this thread — the workflow requires
approval first, and Paul has redirected to the Ruby instead.

•  Whether other contributing threads will produce Rubies that contradict, overlap with, or
extend mine. The compilation pass across approximately 20 chats is the work the Apparatus v2
is doing; I cannot see across to it.

•  What was discussed in any prior Jose session that did not make it into the Handover. The
Handover is compressed; any nuance not in it is lost to me.

•  The full extent of LibreOffice's corruption. I caught the footer split and apostrophe-run
damage on a diff. There may be other small typographic shifts the diff did not surface. The
XML-edit V80 should be byte-clean against the V79 source outside the change sites, but I
cannot guarantee that without a full byte-diff.

•  What I am inferring rather than verifying. Specific items: hours-on-task estimate (3–5h),
word-output estimate (25–30k), word counts on Paul's input (1.5–2.5k), turn count (52–54). All
ranges are honest reads, not measurements.

•  What would need to be verified before external use. Any direct quote attributed to a real third
party (Anthropic, OpenAI, Sharma et al., Gartner, Klarna). The Rev 2 Planned Changes
document hedges these but does not cite — citations would be needed before any external
publication.

•  Errors I suspect in my own outputs. The intermediate MTG_Manuscript_V79_credfix.docx I
produced (Paul's filename, retained) contains my subtitle tracked changes layered on top of
Paul's pending NCS deletion. If anyone reopens that file expecting a clean V79, they will find
three pending tracked changes. The file should be superseded by V80 (clean) for any
production use.

•  Things I would flag for Paul to check. The author dates on the V80 tracked changes (Jose 1
June 2026 13:00:00Z) — they survive into V80 only as metadata, since all changes were
accepted; but if any forensic export pulls metadata, the 1 June date is what it will show. If
today's 13 June filing date matters, the dating discrepancy should be reconciled before
legal-academic use of the substrate.

Filed 13 June 2026 by Jose6 v79Onward Sycophancy. Operating model: Claude Opus 4.7 (Anthropic).

Project: Mind the Gap. Substrate: Apparatus v2 / Copyright Evidence.

#state/filed #workstream/mtg-apparatus-v2 #type/ruby #thread/jose6-v79onward-sycophancy


