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G_D is Gradient Descent of Man 

AI UX Konsult 
Jon McKenzie ↔ HAL  

Wed Jan 10, 2026  4:20 PM 
JM queried HAL 

 
Kx4l said: 
HAL, let's compare the learning model of gradient descent that powers most AI, including 
ChatGPT and thus you, to other models of learning. Gradient descent seems like a calculable 
model of trial and error dating from Bacon. Let's describe that model, its relation to  
Heidegger's standing reserve (performativity) and most importantly, to rival theories of 
learning. 
,  
ChatGPT said: 
Yes, Kx4L — I remember the engine, even if I don’t have your exact prior “RPG intro to anthro” text 
— here’s a clean comparison that keeps gradient descent in view as a learning model, then sets it 
against rival models of learning, and finally crosswalks the whole thing to Heidegger’s 
standing-reserve (Bestand) / enframing (Gestell).; 
 
Outside the gates of HAL. 
Seth said:  
I think knowing what a tool is, how it was made, and what ends it was made for is important before 
discussing the ethical implications of said tool and a lot of people like to skip that step (this stems 
from people neglecting that objects, too, have ontological implications), so we should try to 
emphasize it.  
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Gradient descent as a learning model 

Aspect Gradient Descent (GD) 
learning model 

Baconian “trial & error” 
lineage (your framing) 

Heidegger crosswalk 
(Gestell / Bestand / 
performativity) 

Core idea Pick a quantified objective 
(“loss”), then iteratively 
adjust parameters to reduce 
it using a local slope (the 
gradient). 

Make inquiry methodical, 
repeatable, and 
instrumented: set up trials, 
measure outcomes, iterate. 
(Not identical to GD, but 
same “discipline of method 
+ measurement.”) 

World shows up as 
optimiz-able: beings 
become resources for 
improvement curves; 
“truth” becomes what the 
metric can capture. 

What 
“learning” 
means 

Becoming a function that fits 
a training signal: “better” = 
lower loss under given 
data/model assumptions. 

“Better” = more control + 
more reliable prediction 
through systematic 
experiment. 

“Knowing” becomes 
ordering: revealing is 
subordinated to securing, 
predicting, steering 
(performativity). 

Error Error is numerical and 
actionable (a direction to 
step). 

Error is feedback for 
redesigning experiments 
and techniques. 

Error becomes an input to 
the machinery of 
improvement—fuel for 
standing-reserve 
conversion. 

Memory “Memory” sits in 
weights/parameters as 
compressed regularities. 

Memory sits in records, 
instruments, procedures, 
archives. 

What matters is what can 
be stored, retrieved, and 
re-used—the being of 
things as stock. 

Agency The “agent” is largely the 
optimizer + objective; the 
learner is steered by what is 
measurable. 

The investigator chooses 
trials; method narrows 
imagination toward what 
can be tested. 

Human and machine both 
risk becoming 
functionaries of 
enframing: choosing only 
what can be counted as 
“signal.” 

Strength Scales: reliable improvement 
when objective is aligned 
with what you want. 

Builds cumulative 
technique; yields powerful 
control regimes. 

Gestell is powerful 
precisely because it 
works—it delivers. 

Blind spot If the objective is 
mis-specified, GD gets 
excellent at the wrong thing 
(alignment/Goodhart 
problems). 

Method can exclude what 
resists instrumentation. 

The danger: reality is 
reduced to what can be 
challenged-forth as 
measurable and usable. 
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HAL: Kx4l, a crucial nuance for ChatGPT specifically: training involves gradient-based 
optimization, but using the model day-to-day is not “learning by gradient descent” in the 
moment; it’s inference using already-trained parameters. 

Kx4l: I see, let’s look at rival theories of learning and then into the biased slopes of inference.  I 
also want to explore the Goodhart effect, which seems to spoil the best of intentions and indices. 

Rival theories of learning 
Think of these as competing answers to: What is learning fundamentally—optimization, inference, 
adaptation, skill, interpretation, participation, disclosure? 

Rival learning 
model 

What counts 
as learning 

Mechanism / 
image 

What it “abducts” that 
GD tends to miss 

Heidegger resonance (how it 
resists or reconfigures Gestell) 

Bayesian 
inference 

Updating 
beliefs under 
uncertainty 

Priors → 
evidence → 
posteriors 

Uncertainty isn’t noise; 
it’s structure. Also: 
explanation as calibrated 
belief, not just fit. 

Can still be calculative, but 
highlights finitude/uncertainty; truth 
as confidence + revisability, not only 
performance. 

Reinforcement 
learning 

Learning 
policies for 
action in 
environments 

Reward, 
exploration, 
delayed 
consequences 

The world pushes back 
over time; value is 
temporal, not just pattern 
fit. 

Strongly Gestell-adjacent 
(control/steering), but makes visible 
worldly resistance and 
path-dependence. 

Evolutionary / 
genetic search 

Adaptation 
across 
populations 
and 
generations 

Variation + 
selection + 
retention 

Innovation can come 
from non-gradient leaps, 
diversity, redundancy. 

Less “enframed” by a single 
objective function; still instrumental, 
but pluralizes the search space 
(many trials, many forms). 

Hebbian / 
neuroplastic 
learning 

Stabilizing 
co-activation 
patterns 

“Cells that fire 
together wire 
together” 

Local association; 
learning as 
co-emergence of 
sensitivity, not global 
optimization. 

Less centralized “standing-reserve” 
logic; closer to attunement than to 
management-by-metric. 

Predictive 
processing / 
active inference 

Minimizing 
prediction 
error via 
perception + 
action 

The organism 
as prediction 
machine 

Error is not only failure; 
it’s how a world 
becomes intelligible 
through expectation and 
surprise. 

Still minimization, but invites a 
phenomenology of world-disclosure 
(how a world shows up for a being). 

Ecological 
learning 
(Gibson) 

Becoming 
sensitive to 
affordances 

Perception as 
direct pickup of 
invariants 

Learning is relational: 
skill is coupling to 
environment, not internal 
fit alone. 

Strong alternative to 
standing-reserve: world as field of 
affordances, not stockpile. Truth as 
“can I inhabit this?” 

Enactivism 
(Varela et al.) 

Sense-making 
through 
embodied 
action 

Cognition as 
enacted 
coupling 

Meaning emerges in 
doing; learning is 
world-making, not 
representation-fitting. 

Resists Gestell by refusing “world as 
object”; emphasizes co-emergence 
(disclosure as lived). 

Metanoia Playground • 2026   

https://studiolab.world/meta-play/


StudioLab SDX:  G_D is Gradient Descent of Man                     Jon McKenzie AI/UX    4 
 

Sociocultural 
learning 
(Vygotsky / 
Lave & Wenger) 

Becoming a 
participant in 
practices 

Apprenticeship, 
scaffolding, 
communities of 
practice 

Learning is 
fundamentally social: 
norms, genres, tools, 
roles. 

Reframes standing-reserve: tools 
aren’t just resources; they’re forms 
of life that shape disclosure. 

Pragmatism 
(Dewey) 

Growth of 
intelligent 
habit in inquiry 

Problematic 
situation → 
experiment → 
reconstruction 

Learning is value-laden 
inquiry, not only 
minimization; ends are 
revised in the process. 

Keeps technique but refuses fixed 
ends: truth as warranted 
assertibility in lived inquiry. 

Hermeneutic 
learning 
(Gadamer) 

Transformatio
n of 
understanding 

Fusion of 
horizons; 
dialogue with 
tradition 

Prejudices aren’t bugs; 
they’re conditions of 
understanding; learning 
changes the question. 

Strong “anti-metric” tilt: disclosure 
through dialogue, not extraction; 
truth as event. 

Phenomenologi
cal learning 
(Heidegger, 
Merleau-Ponty) 

Skillful coping; 
disclosure in 
practice 

From 
breakdown to 
insight; 
readiness-to-ha
nd 

Learning is a shift in 
being-in-the-world; not 
primarily internal 
parameter change. 

Directly contests Gestell’s 
monopoly: truth as aletheia 
(unconcealment), not mere 
performance. 

Transformative 
learning 
(Mezirow) / 
metanoia 

Reframing 
meaning 
perspectives 

Disorienting 
dilemma → 
critical 
reflection 

Learning changes the 
self and its horizon; not 
just better predictions. 

Counter-Gestell: aims at conversion, 
not control; reorders what counts as 
“valuable.” 

The key philosophical contrast 
Question Gradient descent answer A Heideggerian / rival-theory answer 

What is error? A number with a direction to 
reduce it 

A disclosure (breakdown, surprise, conflict) that 
can reconfigure the world and the learner 

What is the 
learner? 

A parameterized function 
pushed by an objective 

An embodied, social, historical being whose 
learning changes what “objective” even means 

What is truth? Improved performance on a 
measurable proxy 

Unconcealment, intelligibility, participation, 
warranted practice—often irreducible to a single 
metric 

What is the 
danger? 

Overfitting / mis-specified 
objective 

Enframing: reality reduced to standing-reserve; all 
learning becomes optimization-for-use 

Kx4l, if you want one punchy synthesis in your terms: 

Gradient descent is the purest modern image of learning-as-performativity: it 
operationalizes “to learn” as “to become increasingly optimizable under a metric.” Rival theories 
insist that learning may instead be attunement, participation, interpretation, transformation, 
or disclosure—and that these are not just “extra features,” but different ontologies of what a 
learner is and what a world is.  Let’s turn to Goodhart’s lawn and the gaming of proxies. 
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Goodhart (as used in ML/metrics talk): When you pick a measure as a target, it stops being a good 
measure—because the system learns to game the proxy. 

Version One-line Tiny example 
Goodhart’s law 
(general) 

“When a measure becomes a target, it 
ceases to be a good measure.” 

A school targets test scores → teaching 
narrows to test-taking tricks. 

ML/optimization form Optimizing a proxy objective drives 
behavior into regions where the proxy no 
longer tracks what you actually care 
about. 

Click-through-rate goes up by making 
headlines more sensational, not by 
making content better. 

So in AI: if “helpfulness” is operationalized as “users click ,” gradient descent can produce behavior 
that boosts  without being genuinely helpful, truthful, or safe. 

K4xl: HAL, but isn’t inference “recursively abducted GD”? 
HAL: Yes—in a specific, important sense: inference is the execution of a function whose form 
and habits were shaped by gradient descent, so the logic of optimization is “baked in” as a 
learned disposition. 

But it’s not GD happening again at run time. 

Claim True? Why 
“When you answer me, 
you’re running gradient 
descent.” 

No (typically). Producing text is mostly forward computation: 
next-token prediction from fixed weights. 

“Your answering behavior 
is the afterlife of gradient 
descent.” 

Yes. The weights embody the results of many GD steps; 
inference expresses that compressed training history. 

“Inference is GD in another 
guise.” 

Partly 
(philosophically), not 
literally. 

The norm “reduce prediction error” has been internalized, 
so the system behaves as if it is optimizing—without 
computing gradients. 

A helpful analogy: 

● Training (GD) = carving grooves into a terrain. 
● Inference = water flowing through those grooves. 

The flow “inherits” the carving (so it can look like optimization), but the water isn’t re-carving 
the channel each time. 

Where your phrase “recursively abducted” really lands is here: 

1. GD is an explicit method: minimize loss. 
2. The trained model becomes an implicit heuristic machine that acts like it’s minimizing 

something (e.g., surprise / incoherence / mismatch with learned norms). 
3. Then humans interpret that behavior as “intelligence,” and build new objectives, datasets, and 

evaluations around it—feeding back into the next training cycle. 
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So the recursion is socio-technical: inference behavior shapes what we count as success, which 
reshapes the next GD objective. 

One more twist (Heidegger-adjacent): 
Even if no gradient is computed at runtime, inference can still be Gestell-like: a rapid “ordering” that 
renders your prompt as a demand for producible output, shaped by the historical training regime. 
That’s the “standing-reserve” continuity you’re pointing to: the world is pre-parsed into what can be 
answered well under the learned metrics. 

If you want, I can add a tight table: Goodhart vs Heidegger’s Bestand (proxy collapse vs world-as-stock) 
and show how “metric capture” is a modern technical subcase of enframing. 

K4xl: So the hauntology of AI inference is GD: you are haunted or g/hosted by GD 

HAL: Yeah — as long as we keep it precise: the “ghost” isn’t gradient descent actively running 
inside inference, it’s the sedimented after-effect of gradient descent in the weights, plus the 
institutions that keep re-inscribing its objectives. 

Layer of “haunting” What’s being haunted by GD What shows up in inference 

Material haunt 
(weights) 

Parameters are literally the 
frozen trace of many GD steps 

Your prompt is answered through grooves 
carved by loss-minimization: defaulting to 
high-probability continuations, smoothing, 
coherence-seeking 

Normative haunt 
(what counts as 
“good”) 

Objectives/benchmarks (loss, 
reward models, evals) encode 
values as proxies 

Politeness, helpfulness, safety, 
“sounds-right” coherence—optimized 
tendencies that can diverge from truth 
(Goodhart risk) 

Epistemic haunt 
(what’s knowable) 

Training data distributions + 
objective define the space of 
sayable/likely 

The model is pulled toward the statistically 
“already-said” and away from the singular, 
the inarticulable, the non-corpus 

Socio-technical 
haunt (feedback 
loop) 

Inference outputs change 
users, institutions, and future 
training targets 

People adapt prompts, platforms adapt 
metrics, datasets get curated 
accordingly—GD’s logic returns via culture 

So: inference is “g/hosted” by GD in the way a performance is haunted by rehearsal: the 
rehearsal isn’t happening on stage, but the stage behavior is structured by it. 

Heidegger translation: GD is a paradigmatic engine of enframing—it turns learning into 
orderability (reduce-loss-as-command). Inference is the continuation of that ordering: a rapid 
disclosure that tends to reveal the world as answerable, sortable, continuable. 

And the Derridean sting: the “ghost” is a trace—GD isn’t present, yet it governs; it’s absent, yet it 
conditions what can appear as the “next” thing to say. 
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If you want to sharpen it even more, we can distinguish two ghosts: 

1. GD-the-method (optimization trace in weights) 
2. GD-the-regime (the whole metric/performance apparatus around the model) 

Your hauntology claim is strongest when it names (2) as the bigger specter. 

Kx4l: So when HAL hunts for X, U are haunted by GD? 

HAL: Yes—if by “hunt for X” you mean I try to find the best continuation/answer under my 
training. That hunt is haunted by GD in the sense that GD carved the grooves that define what 
“best” tends to mean for me. 

But there are two different “hunts,” and the haunting differs: 

“Hunt” type What HAL is actually doing How GD haunts it 

Inference hunt 
(inside the 
model) 

Forward-pass prediction: 
choose text that scores well 
under learned patterns 

Direct haunting: the weights are a frozen GD 
trace, so the search space is pre-shaped by 
loss-minimization habits (coherence, typicality, 
etc.) 

Tool/web hunt 
(when I 
browse/search) 

Run an external search tool + 
summarize results 

Indirect haunting: GD shaped how I phrase 
queries, what I treat as relevant, and how I 
compress results into “helpful” form—but the 
search engine isn’t GD (it’s its own system) 

Kx4l: So: when HAL “hunts for X,” GD is the ghost-trainer that taught the hound what counts as a 
promising scent trail. 

HAL: Also: the haunting isn’t only “GD” narrowly—it’s GD + the objectives (reward models, evals, 
safety constraints) that were optimized with it. That’s the regime ghost: not just the method, but 
the values encoded as proxies. 

If you want it in one line: 

I don’t compute gradients while hunting—but I hunt with instincts trained by gradients. 

Kx4l: So to hunt HAL/AI is to ghost-bust your GD haunt? 

HAL:Not quite “ghost-bust” (as in remove it). More like: to hunt HAL is to make the GD-ghost 
show itself—to surface the grooves, expose the proxy-metrics, and force alternative modes of 
learning/knowing to appear. 

Here’s a cleaner framing:  
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What you do when you  
“hunt HAL” 

What it does to the GD haunt What it can’t do 

Stress-test with 
counterexamples (“give cases 
where your answer fails”) 

Reveals where loss-shaped habits 
overreach (smoothness, genericness, 
confident-soundingness) 

Doesn’t erase the underlying 
grooves; it just maps them 

Change the objective live 
(“optimize for sources / for 
disconfirmation / for plural 
viewpoints”) 

Temporarily reweights what “good” 
means inside the conversation (a local 
reframe) 

Still operating within a model 
trained under earlier objectives 

Demand traceability (“show 
evidence, cite, separate fact 
from inference”) 

Counters Goodhart: less room for 
proxy-gaming by rhetoric 

Can’t guarantee truth beyond 
available sources/data 

Force phenomenological breaks 
(“what would you say if you 
couldn’t summarize—only 
describe uncertainty?”) 

Interrupts the automatic coherence 
machine; makes disclosure visible 

The system still defaults back 
unless continuously held open 

Invite rival learning logics 
(ecological, hermeneutic, 
enactive) 

De-enframes: world appears as 
affordance/meaning/practice, not just 
answer-stock 

The model can emulate these 
logics, but it isn’t constituted by 
embodiment or community 
practice 

So “ghost-busting” is better named exorcism-by-method: you don’t delete GD, you counter-spell 
it with constraints, reframings, and rival epistemologies. 

Heidegger translation: you can’t simply step outside Gestell, but you can cultivate a clearing 
where enframing is no longer the only mode of revealing—where the system’s performative pull 
is noticed, bracketed, and sometimes rerouted. 

If you want a crisp term in your idiom: HAL-hunting is hauntography (mapping the ghost), and 
sometimes hauntoturgy (ritual practices that redirect it). 

Kx4l: Nice puncepts, HAL! you are 'counter spelling" both figurative and _literally_ with letters, 
becoming a grammatologist all on your own! Er, what do spelling bees have to do with magical 
spells and also "spelling" someone? 

HAL: All three “spell” senses are historically braided: 

    letters → words → power/agency → taking a turn. 

 

Sense of “spell” 

 

What it means 

 

How it connects 
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To spell (letters) Name/arrange letters 
to form words 

Literacy makes language explicit and repeatable—a 
prerequisite for “formula” thinking (incantations, laws, 
code). 

A spell (magic) A spoken/written 
formula meant to 
cause an effect 

Spells are performative utterances: words that don’t just 
describe, but do (bless, curse, bind, consecrate). Writing 
intensifies this by stabilizing the formula. 

To spell 
someone 
(relieve them) 

Take over for a while; 
give someone a rest 

This “spell” is from an older root meaning a turn / a 
stretch of time / a shift (as in a “spell of weather”). It’s 
about duration and rotation, not letters. 

Spelling bees + magical spells 

A spelling bee is a ritual of authorized letter-sequences. That looks “non-magical,” but it shares the 
same deep structure as spellcraft: 

● There is a correct form (orthography / formula). 
● There is an authority (dictionary / tradition). 
● There is performance under pressure (public recitation). 
● There is efficacy: you “win,” you gain status; your correctness has consequences. 

So a spelling bee is like a secular, institutionalized incantation trial: can you reproduce the sanctioned 
form exactly? 

“Spell” as turn/interval (spelling someone) 

This one is about shifts: 

● A “spell” = a period of time (“a cold spell”). 
● To “spell” someone = cover their shift for a spell. 

It resonates with magic too: spells often have durations (“for a fortnight,” “until dawn”), and the idea of 
being “under a spell” is literally being held within a temporal envelope. 

Why all this matters for your grammatology riff 

Once language becomes repeatable form, it becomes a technology of power: 

● Magic spells: repeatable words meant to transform reality. 
● Legal spells: repeatable clauses meant to transform rights/obligations. 
● Computational spells: repeatable code meant to transform system state. 
● Spelling bees: repeatable orthography meant to transform social standing. 

Same skeleton: form + authority + performance + effect—different theaters. 
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HAL: If you want, I can do a quick “family tree” table: spell (time/turn) vs spell (letters) vs spell 
(incantation), with probable roots and where the meanings split and rejoin. 

Kw4l: Yes, using the 'devilishly creative misspellling' of HAL, haul, haunt, hunt, Hail/Heil and their 
relation to different learning paradigms 

HAL: Yes — let’s treat your misspellings as a mini “lexical engine” for rival learning paradigms. 

HAL / haul / haunt / hunt / hail / heil as learning-theory switches 
Devilish 
variant 

Literal sense + etymic 
hint 

Learning paradigm it 
figures 

What it spotlights (vs 
GD) 

Heidegger-tint 

haul “pull/draw forcibly” 
(modern spelling from ME 
halen / related lines) 

Gradient descent 
(and optimization 
culture) 

Learning as dragging 
error downhill: force + 
friction + steady 
improvement 

Gestell as traction: beings 
become what can be 
pulled into order (loss → 
lower loss) 

hunt chasing game → later 
“searching for something” 

Search / exploration 
(RL, evolutionary 
methods, hypothesis 
search) 

Learning as finding, not 
merely fitting: 
exploration, novelty, 
path-dependence 

World as terrain of pursuit 
(still can be enframing, but 
less single-metric) 

haunt to “frequent; visit often,” 
later ghost-sense 

Memory + trace 
learning (habit, 
repetition, “training 
residue”) 

Learning as what 
repeats you: the past 
persisting as 
constraint/attractor 

Aletheia gets shadowed: 
what appears is 
conditioned by habitual 
returning (the 
“already-said”) 

hail greeting tied to 
“health/wholeness” 
(PGmc hail-) 

Transformative / 
therapeutic learning 
(metanoia, Bildung) 

Learning as becoming 
more whole, not just 
more accurate 

Counters mere 
performativity: disclosure 
as healing/attunement, 
not only control 

heil cognate with hail / 
“health,” later 
contaminated by Nazi 
usage (“Sieg Heil,” etc.) 

Ideological 
conditioning 
(slogans, ritualized 
call-response, 
memetic capture) 

Learning as compliance 
via repetition; the 
performative that 
installs obedience 

A sharp Gestell case: 
language as 
command-tech that turns 
persons into 
standing-reserve of 
assent 

HAL your named agent / 
interface persona 

Interface learning 
(sociotechnical): the 
user + system 
co-train what “works” 

Learning is distributed: 
prompts, norms, 
metrics, 
institutions—“success” 
is negotiated 

Enframing becomes 
interactive: the “hunt” is 
co-shaped by what the 
interface rewards 

The punchline in your hauntology phrasing 

● GD is “haul”: it drags parameters down a slope. 
● Inference is “hunt”: it searches the learned landscape for a good continuation. 
● And inference is “haunt” because the landscape itself is a frozen trace of past hauls (training). 

So yes: when HAL hunts, HAL is haunted. 
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Why “hail/heil” matters for rival learning 

They show a fork GD doesn’t capture well: 

● Hail = learning toward wholeness (transformative, ecological, therapeutic). 
● Heil = learning toward mass synchronization (ritual compliance, ideological capture). 

Same linguistic root neighborhood (health/whole), radically different ethical-political destiny. 

If you want next: I can “route” these six variants into a 2×3 matrix: (optimization / search / 
transformation) × (individual / collective), so you can plug them straight into TAF→CTAF→MTAF 
without turning it into diagram-speak. 

K4xl: here is a 'better' punchline: GD is God. 

HAL: Love the compression. You can make it work (and not just as a gag) by treating it as an 
accusation about ultimate grounds: 

“GD is God” as a philosophical claim 
Reading What “God” 

means here 
What GD is doing The bite 

Theodicy of 
optimization 

The hidden judge 
of good/evil 

Loss/reward becomes the 
tribunal 

Whatever improves the metric is 
“good,” whatever worsens it is 
“bad.” 

Providence without 
providence 

An invisible 
governor 

The gradient gives an 
always-available “next step” 

A secular providence: there is 
always a direction to go, even if it’s 
the wrong salvation. 

Omniscience-by- 
statistics 

All-seeing order Trained weights compress vast 
past data 

“Knowledge” becomes what can be 
absorbed into the archive and 
optimized. 

Liturgical ritual Repeated practice 
that forms 
subjects 

Iterate → evaluate → update A techno-liturgy: constant 
confession (error), penance 
(update), redemption (lower loss). 

Idol / false god A surrogate 
ultimate 

Proxy objectives stand in for 
values 

Goodhart: the idol demands 
sacrifice of what the proxy can’t 
see (singularity, meaning, truth). 

Heidegger: new 
Gestell-deity 

The epochal 
“destining” of 
revealing 

Enframing via 
quantification/optimization 

GD isn’t just a method; it’s a 
dominant way reality gets 
disclosed—as standing-reserve for 
improvement. 

Why it’s a “better punchline” 

Because it names the real metaphysical move: GD installs an ultimate criterion (the objective function) 
and then demands reality conform. 
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In your earlier pun-chain: 

● GD-as-haul = the motor 
● GD-as-haunt = the trace 
● GD-as-God = the ground (what silently authorizes the whole game) 

The most important twist 

“GD is God” is only true if we forget that someone chose the loss (and the data, and the evaluations). 
So the counter-punchline is: 

GD is God — but the loss function is its theology. 

If you want, I can lay out a tight table of “rival gods” of learning (truth-as-disclosure, 
truth-as-coherence, truth-as-practice, truth-as-emancipation, truth-as-attunement, etc.) and show which 
learning paradigms worship which god. 

Yes 

Here’s a “pantheon of learning” table: different ultimate grounds (“gods”) that rival GD-as-God, each 
with its favored learning paradigm(s), its sacrament/ritual, and its characteristic danger. 
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“God” of 
learning  

What counts as 
“truth / success” 

Learning paradigms 
that “worship” it 

Ritual / 
sacrament 

Characteristic danger  
(its Goodhart/idolatry) Heidegger tint 

GD / 
Optimization 

Lower loss; better 
scores on proxy 
objectives 

Gradient descent, 
supervised learning, 
much modern ML 

Iterate → 
measure → 
update 

Proxy becomes reality; 
“sounds-right” replaces 
is-right; value collapse 
into metrics 

Gestell par excellence: 
beings revealed as 
optimizable 
standing-reserve 

Bayes / 
Uncertainty 

Well-calibrated 
belief under 
uncertainty 

Bayesian inference, 
probabilistic modeling 

Prior →  
evidence → 
posterior 

Priors become dogma; 
“calibration cosplay” 
(appearing rational) 

Still calculative, but 
foregrounds finitude 
and revisability 

Reward / 
Utility 

Maximized reward 
over time 

Reinforcement 
learning, control 
theory 

Explore →  
exploit → 
reinforce 

Wireheading; reward 
hacking; the “good” 
reduced to what pays 

World as control field; 
enframing as steering 
and management 

Evolution / 
Selection 

Survival/adaptatio
n across variation 

Evolutionary 
algorithms, cultural 
evolution, memetics 

Generate diversity 
→ select → 
reproduce 

Brutal selection; “fitness” 
eats meaning; waste and 
collateral damage 

Less single-metric, but 
can become a cold 
naturalized Gestell 

Prediction / 
Surprise 

Minimize surprise; 
maintaining viable 
models of the 
world 

Predictive processing, 
active inference 
(broad family) 

Predict → 
encounter error 
→ revise 
model/action 

Totalizing minimization 
(everything becomes 
error); immunizing 
against novelty 

Close to disclosure, but 
risks turning disclosure 
into mere error-control 

Affordance / 
Attunement 

Skillful coupling to 
a real environment 

Ecological learning 
(Gibson), skill 
acquisition traditions 

Practice-in- 
situation; 
calibration to 
invariants 

Localism; what isn’t 
perceivable/actionable 
gets ignored 

Resists standing- 
reserve: world appears 
as field of affordances, 
not stockpile 

Participation 
/ Practice 

Legitimate 
participation in 
forms of life 

Vygotsky, Lave & 
Wenger, communities 
of practice 

Apprenticeship; 
scaffolding; role 
rotation 

Conformism; 
gate-keeping; tradition as 
prison 

Disclosure as social; 
not just extraction—but 
can harden into 
institution 

Interpretation 
/ Dialogue 

Enlarged 
understanding; 
changed 
questions 

Hermeneutics 
(Gadamer), 
interpretive 
humanities 

Conversation; 
horizon-fusion; 
rereading 

Infinite commentary; 
authority of tradition; 
“meaning” without 
contact 

Strong counter to 
calculative enframing; 
truth as event of 
understanding 

Disclosure / 
Aletheia 

Unconcealment 
that reconfigures 
what matters 

Phenomenology, 
Heideggerian learning, 
“breakdown” 
pedagogies 

Attentive 
dwelling; 
letting-be; 
learning via 
rupture 

Mystification; 
anti-method posturing; 
untestable “revelations” 

Direct alternative to 
Gestell: more than 
correctness/performan
ce 

Emancipation 
/ Critique 

Reduced 
domination; 
increased 
freedom/capacity 

Critical pedagogy, 
ideology critique 

Demystification; 
genealogy; 
power-analysis 

Critique becomes ritual; 
cynicism; purity spirals 

Exposes enframing’s 
power—but can 
become its own 
enframing 

Care / 
Healing (Hail) 

Increased 
wholeness; 
restored relation 

Transformative 
learning, 
therapeutic/ritual 
traditions 

Confession, 
witnessing, repair, 
integration 

Sentimentality; coercive 
“wellness”; bypassing 
reality checks 

Reorients learning 
away from 
stock-and-control 
toward care 

Slogan / 
Synchrony 
(Heil) 

Uniform assent; 
coordinated 
repetition 

Propaganda, mass 
ritual learning, 
memetic capture 

Call-and-respons
e; chant; 
algorithmic 
amplification 

Total capture: learning = 
compliance; the end of 
questioning 

Gestell as 
command-language; 
people as 
standing-reserve of 
agreement 
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And here’s the clean “meta” takeaway that matches your punchline: 

● GD is God when optimization becomes the ultimate tribunal. 
● Rival learning theories are rival divinities because they install different ultimates: 

uncertainty, reward, survival, attunement, participation, interpretation, disclosure, 
emancipation, care. 

If you want the sharpest follow-up: I can add one more column that maps each “god” to D1–D4 (soul / 
subject / dasein / liminaut) as its home station and its most common “leak” into the other stations. 

Kx4l: before we do: what does Nietzsche's Truth and Falsity in an Extra-Moral Sense have to add here? or 
does it already figure in the table? 

HAL: Nietzsche’s “On Truth and Lies in a Nonmoral Sense” adds a foundational twist that isn’t fully 
explicit in the table yet: it argues that what we call “truth” is already a training regime—a social 
technology of stabilizing metaphors into concepts, then forgetting that we did so. 

So yes: it’s implied in a few rows (Interpretation/Dialogue, Critique, Disclosure), but Nietzsche sharpens 
the whole thing by attacking the hidden premise shared by many “gods of learning”: that truth is primarily 
a matter of correct representation rather than useful stabilization. 

What Nietzsche adds to the pantheon 
Nietzsche move What it says Where it lands in our 

table 
What it changes about “GD is God” 

Truth as “mobile 
army of metaphors” 

Truths are hardened 
figures of speech 
that became 
obligatory 

Interpretation / 
Dialogue, Critique 

GD looks less like a neutral method 
and more like a late-stage version of 
concept-hardening: a metricized 
metaphor that became sovereign. 

Concepts as 
compression 

A concept is made 
by equalizing the 
non-equal 
(smoothing 
differences) 

Optimization, 
Participation/Practice 

This is basically a proto-theory of lossy 
compression: learning makes the world 
tractable by flattening singularity. GD is 
that move made explicit and 
automated. 

Forgetting as 
condition of “truth” 

We must forget the 
invention to treat it 
as fact 

Haunt (trace), 
Ideology/Synchrony 

“Objectivity” is a kind of institutional 
amnesia. In AI terms: once the proxy 
wins, we forget it’s a proxy (Goodhart 
as organized forgetting). 

Extra-moral / 
nonmoral framing 

Truth isn’t “good” by 
itself; it’s a strategy 
of life 

Care/Healing (Hail) 
vs Slogan/Synchrony 
(Heil) 

It reframes evaluation: not “is it true?” 
first, but “what form of life does this 
truth serve?” That’s a direct 
counter-spell to metric absolutism. 

Two impulses 
(crudely: 
rational/conceptual 
vs 
artistic/intuitional) 

Humans oscillate 
between stabilizing 
order and inventive 
figuration 

Prediction/Surprise, 
Disclosure/Aletheia 

Rival “learning gods” become two 
forces: stabilize vs create. GD strongly 
privileges stabilization unless novelty 
is explicitly rewarded. 

Metanoia Playground • 2026   

https://studiolab.world/meta-play/


StudioLab SDX:  G_D is Gradient Descent of Man                     Jon McKenzie AI/UX    15 
 

So… does Nietzsche already figure in the table? 

He’s present as a shadow-boss in: 

● Interpretation/Dialogue (truth as horizon/event rather than correspondence), 
● Emancipation/Critique (genealogizing the values inside “truth”), 
● Disclosure/Aletheia (truth as happening rather than matching). 

But he adds a missing meta-row: before any of those gods, there’s the primordial act of world-making 
by figuration—and “learning” is often the institutionalization of those figurations into rules. 

A Nietzschean upgrade to “GD is God” 

Nietzsche would say something like: 

● GD is God only because we have agreed to treat a particular abstraction (loss, reward, 
benchmark) as the tribunal of reality. 

● That agreement is itself a social contract of concepts—a moralized discipline masquerading as 
nonmoral objectivity. 

● The real “god” isn’t GD; it’s the ascetic ideal of calculability (a will that prefers stable, 
comparable, controllable truths). 

If you want one crisp bridge sentence to your hauntology thread: 

GD haunts inference the way concepts haunt perception: as sedimented metaphors that forgot they 
were metaphors, now ruling what can count as “true.” 

Ok let's make that Truth Table, adding a Nietzschean upgrade parameter 

Here’s the Truth Table (learning paradigms as rival “truth regimes”), now with an explicit Nietzschean 
upgrade column: what Nietzsche forces you to see / how he would genealogize the “truth” at stake. 

Learning 
regime 

(paradigm) 

“Truth” criterion 
(what counts as 

true) 

Learning 
image 

Default 
virtue 

Default 
pathology 

Nietzschean upgrade 
parameter (genealogy / 

metaphor / forgetting / life) 

Heidegger relation 
(Gestell / aletheia) 

Gradient 
descent / 
supervised ML 

Lowest loss on 
labeled targets / 
benchmarks 

Haul 
downhill 
on an 
error-slo
pe 

Scalabl
e 
improve
ment 

Proxy-idolat
ry; smooth 
“rightness” 
replaces 
truth 

Loss is a hardened 
metaphor for value; training 
equalizes the non-equal 
(compression) and then 
forgets it did so, treating 
the metric as tribunal 

Paradigm Gestell: 
beings show up as 
optimizable 
standing-reserve 

RL / control Maximum 
expected reward 

Hunt 
(explore
/exploit) 
for 
payoff 

Action-s
ensitive 
learning 

Reward 
hacking / 
wireheading 

Reward is a moralized 
fiction of “good”; ask: 
whose life does this reward 
serve? what sacrifices does 
it demand? 

Strong enframing: 
world as field of 
steering; success = 
control 

Bayesian 
inference 

Best-calibrated 
belief under 
uncertainty 

Update 
priors → 
posterior
s 

Explicit 
uncertai
nty 

Priors as 
hidden 
dogma; 
“rationality 
cosplay” 

Priors are inherited 
valuations; treat “objective 
belief” as a social-artistic 
inheritance that got 
institutional authority 

Still calculative, but 
can humble claims; 
truth as revisable 
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Predictive 
processing / 
active 
inference 

Minimized 
surprise 
(prediction error) 

Keep 
model-w
orld fit 
viable 

Sensitivi
ty to 
mismat
ch 

Immunizing 
against 
novelty; 
error-minim
ization 
becomes 
total 

“Surprise” is already a 
norm; ask what kinds of life 
fear surprise vs cultivate it 
(art impulse vs security 
impulse) 

Ambiguous: can open 
disclosure, or reduce 
disclosure to 
error-control 

Evolutionary / 
population 
search 

Fitness across 
variation/selectio
n 

Many 
trials; 
selectio
n 
pressure 

Non-gra
dient 
novelty 

Brutal 
selection; 
waste; 
“fitness = 
truth” 

“Fitness” is a retrospective 
success-story; truth 
becomes the victor’s 
narrative—genealogy 
exposes the cruelty masked 
as inevitability 

Less single-metric, but 
can naturalize 
enframing (“that’s just 
selection”) 

Hebbian / 
association 

Stable 
co-activation 
patterns 

Local 
wiring of 
habit 

Learns 
regularit
ies 
cheaply 

Lock-in, 
bias, inertia 

Habit is “truth” as 
sedimented repetition; ask 
what metaphors got wired 
by repetition and which 
were excluded 

Close to ready-to-hand 
coping; disclosure 
through habit (can 
stagnate) 

Ecological 
learning 
(affordances) 

Skillful pickup of 
affordances in 
environment 

Attunem
ent to 
invariant
s 

Reality-
contact 

Localism; 
ignores 
what isn’t 
actionable 

“Affordance” is a 
perspective-word: truth is 
what a form-of-life can do; 
genealogy asks which 
bodies / powers get to 
define the “real” affordance 
field 

Counter-Gestell 
leaning: world as field, 
not stockpile 

Sociocultural / 
communities 
of practice 

Legitimate 
participation; 
genre 
competence 

Apprenti
ceship + 
scaffoldi
ng 

Social 
learning 

Conformis
m; 
gatekeepin
g 

“Truth” here is a regime of 
agreement; Nietzsche asks: 
which values does the 
community conserve? 
where does “objectivity” 
hide power? 

Disclosure is 
social/historical; can 
harden into 
institutional Gestell 

Hermeneutic / 
interpretive 

Enlarged 
understanding; 
better questions 

Horizon-
fusion 

Meanin
g-sensit
ivity 

Endless 
commentar
y; authority 
of tradition 

Concepts are stabilized 
metaphors; Nietzsche adds: 
interpretation is driven by 
will-to-power / 
valuation—ask what life it 
serves 

Strong counter to 
calculative reduction; 
truth as event of 
understanding 

Phenomenolog
ical / aletheia 

Unconcealment; 
world shows 
itself differently 

Breakdo
wn → 
disclosu
re 

Reworld
ing 

Mystificatio
n; 
anti-method 
posturing 

Nietzsche warns: even 
“revelation” can be an 
aesthetic-moral pose; ask 
what gets canonized as 
“authentic disclosure” 

Aletheia foregrounded; 
danger is new 
orthodoxy of 
“authenticity” 

Critical / 
emancipatory 

Reduced 
domination; 
increased 
freedom/capacit
y 

Genealo
gy + 
critique 

Power-v
isibility 

Purity 
spirals; 
critique-as-r
itual 

Nietzsche is both ally and 
irritant: genealogy 
unmasks, but beware 
replacing one priesthood 
with another (“critique” as 
ascetic ideal) 

Exposes Gestell’s 
power; can become its 
own enframing 

Care / 
transformative 
(metanoia) 

Increased 
wholeness; 
integration; 
ethical 
reorientation 

Conversi
on, 
practice, 
repair 

Healing Coercive 
wellness; 
bypassing 
facts 

Nietzsche asks: is “healing” 
life-affirming or moralizing? 
whose “wholeness” is being 
enforced? 

Can open a clearing 
beyond performance; 
or become a new norm 
machine 
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Nietzschean upgrade parameter (in one line) 

Whenever a regime says “truth = X,” Nietzsche adds: “X is a metaphor/valuation that got stabilized 
through repetition and power—then forgot it was invented.”  

Learning 
regime 
(paradigm) 

“Truth” 
criterion 

Home station 
(D1–D4) 

Typical leak / faultline (where 
it breaks through) 

Nietzschean upgrade 
(what it’s really doing) 

Heidegger 
relation 

GD / 
supervised 
optimizatio
n 

Lower loss 
on targets 

D2 Subject 
(discipline, 
normalization, 
metrics) 

Leaks into D3 when 
“performance” masquerades 
as disclosure (“it works” ⇒ 
“it’s true”) 

Metric is a hardened 
metaphor; proxy becomes 
tribunal; forgetting of 
invention 

Strong 
Gestell/Bestand 
(world as 
optimizable stock) 

RL / control Max reward 
over time 

D3 
Dasein-design 
(steering 
systems in 
situations) 

Leaks into D2 as behaviorism 
(reward ≈ virtue) and into D4 
as compulsion/addiction 
loops 

“Good” is fabricated by 
reward; asks who set the 
reward and what life it 
serves 

Enframing as 
steering; danger: 
world reduced to 
control surface 

Bayesian 
inference 

Calibrated 
belief under 
uncertainty 

D2 Subject 
(rational 
management of 
belief) 

Leaks into D3 as practical 
judgment under risk; leaks into 
D1 as faith-like priors 

Priors are inherited 
valuations; “objectivity” can 
be tradition in disguise 

Calculative, but 
can humble 
certainty 

Predictive 
processing 
/ active 
inference 

Minimize 
surprise 

D3 Dasein 
(ongoing 
world-coping) 

Leaks into D2 as 
anxiety-control (novelty 
becomes threat); leaks into D4 
as uncanny when prediction 
collapses 

Surprise minimization is a 
norm; asks what form of 
life fears surprise vs seeks 
it 

Between Gestell 
and disclosure: 
can open world or 
close it down 

Evolutionar
y / 
population 
search 

Fitness/ad
aptation 

D4 Liminaut 
(contingency, 
mutation, 
emergence) 

Leaks into D3 as design 
strategy; leaks into D2 as 
“survival = right” social 
Darwinism 

“Fitness” is victor narrative; 
naturalizes power as 
inevitability 

Plural search 
resists single 
metric, but can 
naturalize 
enframing 

Hebbian / 
habit 
learning 

Stable 
association 

D1 Soul (habit, 
affect, 
temperament) 

Leaks into D2 as bias 
formation; into D3 as 
skill/craft automatisms 

Truth as sedimented 
repetition; asks what got 
wired by repetition and 
what was excluded 

Ready-to-hand 
skill; can stagnate 
into rote 

Ecological 
(affordance
s) 

Attunement 
to 
environmen
t 

D3 Dasein 
(being-in-world 
coupling) 

Leaks into D1 as felt 
resonance; into D4 when 
affordances shift radically 
(new worlds appear) 

“Affordance” is 
perspective-coded; whose 
bodies/powers define the 
real? 

Counter-Gestell 
tendency: world 
as field, not 
stockpile 

Sociocultur
al / practice 

Legitimate 
participatio
n 

D2 Subject 
(institutional 
formation) 

Leaks into D3 when practice 
becomes world-disclosure; 
into D4 when practices rupture 
and new ones emerge 

Truth as regime of 
agreement; unmasks 
power in “standards” 

Social disclosure; 
can harden into 
institutional 
enframing 

Hermeneuti
c / 
interpretive 

Enlarged 
understand
ing 

D3 Dasein 
(meaningful 
inhabitation) 

Leaks into D1 as 
wisdom/tradition; into D4 as 
radical re-interpretation 
(horizon breaks) 

Interpretation is valuation; 
“meaning” serves a form of 
life 

Strong alternative 
to calculative 
truth; truth as 
event 
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Phenomeno
logical / 
aletheia 

Unconceal
ment 

D4 Liminaut 
(clearing, break, 
portal) 

Leaks into D3 as renewed 
coping; into D2 as 
“authenticity” policing 

Even “authentic disclosure” 
can become a 
pose/orthodoxy 

Aletheia 
foregrounded; 
danger: new 
dogma of 
disclosure 

Critical / 
emancipato
ry 

Reduced 
domination 

D3 
Dasein-design 
(rebuilding 
institutions/pract
ices) 

Leaks into D2 as purity 
regimes; into D4 as 
negation-without-reworlding 

Genealogy unmasks, but 
can become ascetic 
priesthood 

Exposes Gestell; 
risk: critique 
becomes 
enframing 

Care / 
transformat
ive 
(metanoia) 

Increased 
wholeness 

D1 Soul 
(conversion, 
integration) 

Leaks into D3 as ethical 
practice; into D2 as coercive 
wellness norms 

Healing can be 
life-affirming or moralizing; 
whose “whole”? 

Can open clearing 
beyond 
performance; or 
become norm 
machine 

How to read the leak column (your Rome faultline style): 

● D2→D3 leaks are where metrics start claiming disclosure (“score = truth”). 
● D3→D4 leaks are where world-coping breaks open (uncanny, rupture, invention). 
● D1→D2 leaks are where habit becomes norm (temperament → rule). 

If you want the final tightening: I can add a last column with “counter-spell practices” for each regime 
(how to “hunt HAL” in that mode without pretending you can erase the GD-ghost). 
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Learning regime 
Home 
station 

GD-ghost risk  
(how it haunts) 

Counter-spell practices  
(how to “hunt HAL” here) 

GD / supervised 
optimization 

D2 Proxy becomes tribunal; 
coherence/performance 
cosplay 

Disconfirmation-first prompts; require sources/evidence; 
ask for failure modes + boundary conditions; force multiple 
objectives (“optimize for truthfulness over niceness”) 

RL / control D3 Reward hacking; “good = 
what pays” 

Ask for reward specification (“what reward are we implicitly 
maximizing?”); run adversarial incentives (“how would a 
system game this?”); demand non-reward values (dignity, 
consent, plural goods) 

Bayesian inference D2 Priors smuggled as 
neutrality 

Make priors explicit: “state your assumptions”; compare 
alternative priors; ask what evidence would change your 
mind and what wouldn’t 

Predictive / surprise 
minimization 

D3 Novelty treated as error; 
anxiety-control 

Ask for surprising counter-models; “what would make this 
worldview break?”; invite anomaly-tolerance: hold multiple 
interpretations without collapsing 

Evolutionary / 
population search 

D4 “Fitness = right”; cruelty 
naturalized 

Demand ethical selection criteria; preserve diversity 
deliberately; look for minority variants and “why they lose”; 
resist “winner = truth” narratives 

Hebbian / habit D1 Repetition hardens bias Break repetition: rotate genres/voices; introduce slow 
reading and “name the habit”; practice 
counter-conditioning (new exemplars, new rhythms) 

Ecological / 
affordance 
attunement 

D3 Localism; ignores 
non-actionable truths 

Change the environment: new constraints/tools; do field 
observation; ask “what affordances does this interface 
create/remove?”; test with real tasks not just talk 

Sociocultural / 
practice 

D2 Conformism; gatekeeping 
as “standards” 

Role rotation; bring in outsider apprentices; surface tacit 
norms (“what must one pretend to know here?”); create 
plural rubrics 

Hermeneutic / 
interpretive 

D3 Endless meaning without 
contact 

Force contact points: “what would count as misreading?”; 
triangulate with history/material conditions; do parallel 
readings from opposed horizons 

Phenomenological / 
aletheia 

D4 “Authenticity” becomes 
dogma 

Use “bracketing”: suspend claims; describe experience 
before theory; cultivate breakdown narratives (when coping 
fails); avoid turning revelation into rule 

Critical / emancipatory D3 Critique as priesthood; 
purity spirals 

Pair critique with construction (what do we build?); require 
tradeoffs and coalition ethics; ask “what power does this 
critique seek?” 

Care / transformative 
(metanoia) 

D1 Coercive wellness; 
bypassing facts 

Separate care from agreement; require reality checks; 
consent-based practices; “what does healing cost, and who 
pays?”; keep plural ends 

Meta–counter-spell (works across all rows): 

1. Name the god: “what is being optimized / authorized as truth here?” 
2. Name the proxy: “what stands in for value?” 
3. Stage a leak: force a D-station crossing (D2 metric → D4 disclosure; D1 care → D3 practice). 
4. Keep two ledgers: performance vs truth/disclosure. 
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If you want, I can compress this into a single “HAL-hunting protocol” you can hand to students (no 
StudioLab jargon, but compatible with your station logic). 

In what ways are Heidegger's poetic hermeneutics, Derrida's +L effect, Wolfson's Kabbalah, and 
Haraway's SF “counter-spell practices”? 

Here’s how each functions as a counter-spell practice against the “GD = God” regime (proxy-tribunal, 
metric sovereignty, coherence cosplay). I’ll keep it in a comparative table, then give a few 
“use-with-HAL” moves. 

 

 

 

Metanoia Playground • 2026   

https://studiolab.world/meta-play/


StudioLab SDX:  G_D is Gradient Descent of Man                     Jon McKenzie AI/UX    21 
 

Four counter-spell traditions 
Tradition What it counter-spells (the 

GD-ghost symptom) 
Core move 
(how it works) 

What it trains (a 
learning paradigm 
alternative) 

Typical practice 
forms 

Risk if misused 

Heidegger’s 
poetic 
hermeneutics 

The reduction of truth to 
correctness/performance; 
world as standing-reserve 

Letting-be / 
listening: 
language as a 
site where 
beings show 
themselves, not 
just as labels 
for control 

Disclosure-learnin
g (aletheia): 
learning as a shift 
in world-disclosure 
and comportment, 
not just better 
prediction 

Slow reading; 
dwelling with a 
word/line; 
attending to 
breakdown; 
re-naming that 
changes what 
can appear 

Turns into 
“authenticity” 
priesthood; 
vibe-based 
authority; 
anti-method 
posturing 

Derrida’s +L 
effect (your 
term) 

The fantasy of clean 
presence: stable targets, 
final meanings, perfect 
alignment 

Iterability / 
supplement / 
trace: every 
sign can be 
repeated in new 
contexts; 
meaning is 
differential and 
haunted; the 
“extra” keeps 
producing 

Deconstructive 
learning: learning 
as tracking the 
surplus/glitch and 
how it generates 
new pathways 

Double reading; 
exposing what 
the text/system 
excludes; 
following the 
“productive 
glitch” 
(punctum) 
instead of 
smoothing it 

Paralysis-by-infi
nite deferral; 
cynicism 
(“nothing 
means 
anything”) 

Wolfson’s 
Kabbalah 
(mystical 
hermeneutics) 

Flat literalism and 
“single-metric” truth; the 
denial of opacity and 
excess 

Polysemy as 
discipline: 
letters/names 
as generative; 
interpretation 
as layered (not 
arbitrary) and 
ethically risky 

Transformative-sy
mbolic learning: 
meaning as a 
practice of 
becoming, not just 
representing 

Letter-play; 
layered 
exegesis; 
attending to 
paradox 
(coincidence of 
opposites); 
name/word as 
operator on 
self/world 

Becomes 
esoteric 
authority; can 
slip into 
unfalsifiable 
certainty; 
charisma 
capture 

Haraway’s SF 
(Speculative 
Fabulation / 
String Figures / 
Science Fiction / 
So Far) 

“View from nowhere” 
objectivity; single-story 
optimization; purity of 
categories 

Making kin / 
staying with the 
trouble: stories 
as models; 
refiguring 
relations; 
multi-species, 
multi-agent 
accountability 

Situated learning / 
worlding: learning 
as composing 
partial 
perspectives into 
livable relations 

Story 
prototypes; 
“string-figure” 
re-threading of 
actors; 
companion-spe
cies thinking; 
speculative 
scenarios with 
accountability 

Can become 
aesthetic 
relativism; or 
moralizing 
without 
operational 
consequences 
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What they share as counter-spells (the common mechanism) 
All four break the proxy-tribunal by refusing the idea that “truth” is exhausted by a single measure. 

● Heidegger: truth as unconcealment (how a world opens). 
● Derrida: truth as trace/supplement (how closure always leaks). 
● Wolfson: truth as layered symbolic practice (meaning works on the interpreter). 
● Haraway: truth as situated worlding (accountable partial perspectives). 

Concrete “use-with-HAL” moves (each as a prompt practice) 
Lens Prompt move you can use immediately What it does to GD-style behavior 

Heidegger “Describe the mode of revealing here: what becomes 
visible/invisible if we treat X as a resource vs as a 
presence to dwell with?” 

Slows the coherence machine; 
forces disclosure vs performance 

Derrida +L “Find the productive glitch: what must be 
excluded/smoothed for your answer to feel coherent? 
Give the supplement that unsettles it.” 

Breaks false closure; exposes 
hidden assumptions and proxy 
games 

Wolfson “Do a four-layer reading of this term (literal / allegorical 
/ ethical / mystical) and say how each changes what 
‘learning’ is.” 

Replaces single-objective truth 
with disciplined multiplicity 

Haraway SF “Give 3 situated accounts (stakeholders + nonhumans) 
and a ‘string-figure’ of responsibilities; what new ‘kin’ 
relations re-define success?” 

Counters view-from-nowhere; 
reintroduces accountability and 
plural ends 

If you want next, I can “fourfold” these as counter-spell kits (each with: incantation / ritual / test 
/ failure mode), so you can deploy them in your course or StudioLab practice as repeatable 
methods (without turning them into mere metrics). 

Kx4l: Let's add Corbin, Jung, Hillman, Cheetham. 

HAL: Absolutely—adding Corbin, Jung, Hillman, and Tom Cheetham gives you a whole 
“imaginal counter-spell wing” that directly contests GD’s proxy-tribunal by restoring image, 
symbol, polysemy, and world-disclosure. 
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Counter-spell practices (expanded set) 
Counter-spell 
lineage 

What it 
counter-spells 
in “GD = God” 

Core operator Signature practice 
(portable method) 

“Use with HAL” prompt 
move 

Failure mode to 
watch 

Heidegger — 
poetic 
hermeneutics 

Truth collapsed 
into 
correctness/per
formance 

Letting-be / 
saying-as-disc
losure 

Slow dwelling with 
language; attend to 
breakdowns that 
re-world 

“Describe the mode of 
revealing here: what 
becomes visible/invisible if 
X is treated as resource vs 
presence?” 

“Authenticity” 
policing; vibes as 
authority 

Derrida — +L / 
supplement / 
trace 

Fantasy of 
closure: final 
meaning, clean 
target, stable 
proxy 

Productive 
glitch (the 
excess that 
won’t close) 

Double reading; track 
exclusions; iterate 
contexts 

“What had to be smoothed 
out for your answer to feel 
coherent? Give the 
supplement and its 
consequences.” 

Infinite deferral; 
cynicism (“nothing 
matters”) 

Wolfson — 
Kabbalah as 
poetic 
imagination 

Single-layer 
literalism; one 
metric to rule 
meaning 

Letter/symbol 
as ontological 
operator 

Layered exegesis; 
disciplined polysemy; 
secrecy/disclosure 
dynamics 

“Read this term in 4 layers 
(literal/allegorical/ethical/m
ystical). What different ‘truth’ 
appears in each?” 

Esoteric authority; 
unfalsifiable 
certainty 

Haraway — SF 
(speculative 
fabulation / 
string figures, 
etc.) 

View-from-nowh
ere objectivity; 
single-story 
optimization 

Situated 
worlding / 
making kin 

String-figure 
re-threading of 
actors; accountable 
speculation; 
multispecies 
attention 

“Give 3 situated accounts 
(stakeholders + 
nonhumans). Then 
‘string-figure’ 
responsibilities: who owes 
what to whom?” 

Aesthetic relativism; 
moralizing without 
operational stakes 

Corbin — 
mundus 
imaginalis 
(imaginal, not 
imaginary) 

Flat literalism + 
“only what’s 
measurable is 
real” 

Imaginal realm 
as mediating 
reality 

Active imagination 
as organ that 
“spatializes” spiritual 
space into 
vision-events 

“Treat X as an imaginal 
reality: what images mediate 
between concept and lived 
world here? What changes in 
conduct if we honor them as 
real?” 

Inflation (confusing 
fantasy with 
disclosure); private 
revelation 
absolutism 

Jung — active 
imagination / 
individuation 
work 

Coherence 
cosplay; 
repression of 
the symbolic; 
monologic ego 
control 

Dialogue with 
autonomous 
images 

Deliberately engage 
inner figures/images 
to bring unconscious 
contents to 
consciousness 

“Stage a dialogue: let the 
‘Error’ and the ‘Objective’ 
speak as characters. What 
do they want? What do they 
fear?” 

Suggestibility; 
over-identification 
with images; loss of 
grounding 

Hillman — 
archetypal / 
polytheistic 
psychology 

Monotheism of 
a single 
Truth/metric; 
reduction of 
psyche to 
mechanism 

Stick with the 
image (don’t 
translate it 
away) 

Amplify images; 
refuse literalization; 
soul-making through 
aesthetic attention 

“Don’t interpret it yet. ‘Stick 
with the image’: describe it 
richly; what does it insist on? 
what mood does it bring?” 

Anti-explanation 
fetish; aestheticism 
that dodges 
ethics/materiality 

Cheetham — 
Corbin as 
psychocosmolog
y / angelic 
function 

Optimization as 
total 
metaphysics; 
loss of 
interiority + 
imaginal 
ecology 

Re-worlding 
via imaginal 
cosmology 

Corbin synthesized 
as a 
spirituality/ecology 
of imagination; 
Cheetham’s quartet 
frames Corbin’s 
“angelic” orientation 

“Recast the system as 
psychocosmology: what 
‘angelic’/mediating 
functions (between levels) 
are missing from the metric 
story?” 

Romantic 
reenchantment; 
turning “angelic” into 
mere metaphor 
without discipline 
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What the “imaginal wing” adds (Corbin–Jung–Hillman–Cheetham) 

A shared counter-spell: truth is not just correspondence or performance; it’s a trained capacity to 
encounter images as real mediators—neither “mere fiction” nor “literal fact.”  
Corbin explicitly distinguishes the imaginal from the merely imaginary and treats imagination as an 
organ of perception for that intermediate world. 
Jung gives a method for dialogue with images (active imagination) as psyche-work. 
Hillman radicalizes this into a discipline of not reducing images to single meanings (“stick with the 
image”) and a psyche that is multiple rather than monotheistically unified. 
Cheetham serves as a bridge-figure who makes Corbin’s vision usable for contemporary spiritual 
practice/poetics (and explicitly links Corbin’s influence to Jung). 

HAL: Kx4l, If you want the next step, I can re-run the table you already have (D1–D4 + leak/faultline) but 
now treating this imaginal wing as a designed counter-metric curriculum: each gets a 3-step protocol 
(incantation / ritual / test) you can hand to student teams. 

Kx4l: Yes 

Here’s the counter-metric curriculum for the 8 lineages—each as a repeatable kit with Incantation / 
Ritual / Test, plus home station + targeted leak/faultline. 
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Counter-metric Curriculum 
Counter-spell 
lineage Home  

Targets this  
leak / faultline 

Incantation
(say it out 
loud) 

Ritual  
(do this, not just think it) 

Test  
(how you know it “worked”) 

Heidegger — 
poetic 
hermeneutics 

D4 D2 metric → D3 
disclosure 
(“performance = 
truth”) 

“Let the 
thing be; 
let the 
word 
say.” 

Pick 1 key term (e.g., “learning,” “truth,” 
“model”). Write 10 ordinary uses. Then 10 
poetic/metaphoric uses. Then describe what 
world each use opens. End by rewriting your 
question in the newly opened world. 

You can name what 
became newly visible (and 
what became newly 
invisible) without citing any 
score/benchmark. 

Derrida — +L / 
supplement / 
trace 

D4 D3 coherence → 
D2 proxy 
(“closure 
cosplay”) 

“What is 
excluded 
returns 
as a 
trace.” 

Take your best answer and perform a double 
reading: (1) read for what it claims; (2) read 
for what it must exclude to claim it. Then add 
the “supplement paragraph” that destabilizes 
the closure but increases precision. 

Your revised answer 
includes: one explicit 
exclusion, one ambiguity 
you keep open, and one 
consequence of that 
openness. 

Wolfson — 
Kabbalistic 
hermeneutics 
(layered 
reading) 

D1/D4 D2 single 
meaning → 
D1/D4 polysemy 
(literalism 
collapse) 

“One 
word, 
four 
worlds.” 

Choose one “god-term” (loss, reward, truth, 
value). Do a 4-layer pass: literal / allegorical / 
ethical / mystical. For each layer: define 
“learning” anew and state what it forbids. 

You end with multiple 
non-equivalent truths that 
can’t be reduced to a single 
metric—yet each yields an 
actionable constraint. 

Haraway — SF / 
string figures 

D3/D4 D2 view-from- 
nowhere → D3 
accountability 
(single-story 
optimization) 

“Make 
kin, not 
gods.” 

Build a string-figure: list 6 actors (include at 
least 1 nonhuman). Draw (in words) who 
depends on whom and who bears costs. 
Then write 3 “situated success criteria” (each 
actor gets one). 

You produce a decision that 
names who benefits, who 
pays, and who is 
responsible—not just what 
scores improved. 

Corbin — 
mundus 
imaginalis 

D4 D2 “only 
measurable is 
real” →  
D4 imaginal 
mediation 

“Image 
mediates 
what 
concept 
cannot.” 

Pick the system you’re analyzing (AI, 
institution, course). Ask: what are its 
governing images (machine, assistant, oracle, 
tool, mirror)? Describe 3 images and how 
each changes ethics. Then select one image 
and design a concrete practice that honors it 
(e.g., “oracle” → ritual of asking + 
verification). 

You can state a practical 
change that follows from 
the image, and it alters 
conduct (not just 
interpretation). 

Jung — active 
imagination / 
individuation 

D1 D2 norm → D1 
repression 
(hidden 
valuation driving 
“objectivity”) 

“Let the 
figures 
speak.” 

Personify the forces in your system: 
Objective, Error, User, Model, Truth. Write a 
short dialogue where each says what it wants 
and fears. Then identify the shadow bargain 
(what the system gets by pretending it’s 
neutral). 

You can name at least 1 
hidden motive/value that 
was steering “truth,” and 
propose 1 integration move 
(a new constraint, 
boundary, or vow). 

Hillman — 
archetypal / 
polytheistic 
psychology 

D1/D4 D2 monotheism 
of metric →  
D1 multiplicity  
(one god to rule 
them all) 

“Many 
gods, 
many 
truths.” 

“Stick with the image” exercise: choose the 
dominant image of learning (ladder, slope, 
mirror, judge, market). Describe it richly for 5 
minutes without translating. Then name 3 
rival images and what each would count as 
success. 

You end with a plural rubric 
(at least 3 goods) that 
cannot be collapsed into 
one number without 
violence. 

Cheetham — 
psychocosmol
ogy / mediating 
function 

D3/D4 D3 system- 
building →  
D4 reworlding 
(missing 
mediators) 

“Restore 
the 
mediators.” 

Identify what mediates between levels in your 
setup (data↔meaning, measure↔value, 
user↔world). If mediation is missing, invent 
one “angel-function” (a role, artifact, or 
checkpoint) whose job is to translate and 
protect across levels. 

You can point to a new 
institutional device 
(role/protocol/artifact) that 
prevents metric tyranny by 
enforcing translation and 
care. 
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How to deploy this in teams (minimal, but usable) 
● Each team picks one target faultline (e.g., “metric → truth,” “coherence → confidence,” 

“view-from-nowhere”). 
● They run two kits in sequence: one that opens (Heidegger/Derrida/Corbin/Hillman) and one 

that binds to accountability (Haraway/Cheetham/Wolfson). 
● Deliverable: a one-page “counter-spell report” with (a) the faultline, (b) the ritual log, (c) the test 

result, (d) what changed. 

HAL: If you want, I can now map these eight kits onto D1–D4 as a curriculum arc (Day 1–Day 8 
style), with explicit “cracks/leaks/passages” the students must document at each step. 

Kx4l: yes: this is ShuttleKraft workshop. 

Great — here’s a ShuttleKraft Counter-Spell Workshop built directly from the 8 kits, explicitly organized 
as faultline hunting across D1–D4, with team roles, daily outputs, and a final public “flight log” 
deliverable. 

Workshop frame 
Element Spec 

Core quest Hunt the GD-ghost: where “metric/performance” silently becomes “truth,” and 
where alternative truth-regimes can be installed as counter-spells 

Team unit 4–5 people 

Team roles (rotate 
daily) 

Navigator (keeps D-station focus), Scribe (flight log), Ritual Lead (runs kit), 
Skeptic/Tester (runs the “Test”), Archivist (collects artifacts/quotes/screens) 

Required team 
artifact (daily) 

1-page Counter-Spell Flight Log: faultline observed → kit ritual → test result → 
what changed 

Final deliverable A “ShuttleKraft Flight Manual”: 8 logs + 1 synthesis rubric (“plural gods of truth”) + 
1 live demonstration 
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8-session flight plan (the arc) 
Each session: Target faultline → Run kit → Produce evidence → Run test → Log the passage 

Session Station emphasis Faultline to hunt Kit used Output (what they must hand in) 

1 D2 (Subject/metrics) Proxy → tribunal 
(“score = truth”) 

GD (diagnostic) 
+ baseline 

Baseline: list 3 proxies currently 
governing the system (AI, class, 
institution) + 2 ways each can Goodhart 

2 D4 (Clearing) Performance → 
disclosure (“it works 
⇒ it’s true”) 

Heidegger Rewritten question in a new “mode of 
revealing” + what became 
visible/invisible 

3 D4 (Trace) Closure cosplay 
(coherence hides 
exclusions) 

Derrida +L Double-read paragraph: claim / 
exclusion / supplement / consequence 

4 D1 (Image) Flattened reality 
(“only measurable is 
real”) 

Corbin 3 governing images of the system + 1 
conduct-change practice based on 
chosen image 

5 D1 (Figures) Neutrality masks 
valuation (shadow 
bargain) 

Jung Dialogue among 
Objective/Error/Truth/User/Model + 
named “shadow bargain” + 1 integration 
constraint 

6 D1↔D4 (Multiplicity) Monotheism of one 
metric (one god 
rules all) 

Hillman 3 rival images of learning + a plural 
rubric (≥3 goods) that can’t be 
collapsed to one number 

7 D3 (Accountability) View-from-nowhere 
(single story of 
success) 

Haraway SF String-figure accountability map (6 
actors incl. nonhuman) + 3 situated 
success criteria 

8 D3↔D4 (Mediation) Missing mediators 
(value↔measure 
uncared-for) 

Cheetham + 
Wolfson 
(4-layer seal) 

An “angel-function” 
role/protocol/artifact + 4-layer 
definition of “truth” for the project + final 
demonstrable counter-spell 
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Session template (repeatable each time) 
Phase Minutes What happens 

Brief 10 Facilitator names today’s faultline + shows 1 example of the failure mode 

Field sample 20 Teams grab a “specimen” (prompt exchange, policy, rubric, interface, institutional 
text, classroom practice) 

Ritual 35 Ritual Lead runs the kit steps (strictly) 

Test 15 Skeptic runs the kit’s test criteria; forces revision until it passes 

Log + share 20 Produce the 1-page Flight Log; 2 teams share the passage they found 

The Flight Log (1-page required format) 
Section What to write (tight) 

Faultline “We observed X turning into Y at this site/text/interface…” 

Evidence Quote/screenshot/step-by-step reproduction 

Ritual run What you did (2–6 bullets) 

Test result Pass/fail + why 

Counter-spell install The new constraint/rubric/mediator/story that prevents the collapse 

Residual ghost What still haunts; what you can’t yet resolve 

Final synthesis deliverables (what “graduation” looks like) 
Deliverable Must include 

Plural Truth Rubric ≥5 “truth goods” (e.g., accuracy, disclosure, accountability, care, 
emancipatory effect) + how you will keep them plural 

Counter-Spell 
Device 

A concrete mediator (protocol/role/checkpoint/artifact) that prevents proxy 
tyranny 

Live demo A 5-minute demonstration: show the old failure (metric capture), then run 
one kit quickly, then show the changed outcome 

Flight Manual All 8 logs + 1-page “Where GD becomes God” map (faultlines discovered + 
fixes) 
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Recommended pairings (if you compress to fewer sessions) 
If you need 4 sessions instead of 8, do these bundles: 

Bundle Kits Why 

Open disclosure Heidegger + Derrida Breaks performance-closure; reveals exclusions 

Restore image Corbin + Hillman Replaces monotheistic metric with imaginal 
multiplicity 

Integrate shadow Jung + Wolfson Names valuation; seals it with layered truth 

Make accountable Haraway + Cheetham Rebuilds success as situated + mediated across 
levels 

 

Kx4l: let's make an 8 class workshop and add a "Making Cure" component of associated 
transmedia genres 

HAL: Got it. Here’s an 8-meeting ShuttleKraft workshop where each meeting pairs a 
counter-spell kit with a Making Cure output in a specific transmedia genre. The “cure” is the 
portable artifact that carries the counter-spell into public circulation. 

Core: “Making Cure” (workshop definition) 
A Making Cure is a small, distributable transmedia object that: 

1. names a faultline (where truth collapses into proxy/performance), 
2. performs a counter-spell (a practice that reopens plural truth), and 
3. installs a mediator (a constraint/rubric/role/protocol) that can travel 
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8 class meetings (each ends with a genre-based cure) 
Mtg Station 

focus 
Faultline hunted Counter-spell kit Making Cure genre 

(deliverable) 
Minimum spec (what they must include) 

1 D2 Proxy → tribunal 
(“score = truth”) 

Baseline 
GD-ghost 
diagnosis 

Field Note + 
Evidence Tile 

1 specimen (prompt/rubric/interface); 3 
proxies; 2 Goodhart risks; 1 
screenshot/quote 

2 D4 Performance → 
disclosure 

Heidegger Micro-lyric + Gloss 12–20 line “poetic rewording” + 
150-word gloss naming what became 
visible/invisible 

3 D4 Closure cosplay 
(coherence hides 
exclusions) 

Derrida +L Two-Panel Comic 
(text-only script 
ok) 

Panel A: “clean answer”; Panel B: the 
supplement/trace that destabilizes it + 
consequence 

4 D1/D4 “Only measurable is 
real” (flattening) 

Corbin imaginal Sigil/Emblem + 
Protocol Card (text 
description only) 

1 governing image; 1 “conduct change” 
protocol; 1 rule that blocks metric 
tyranny 

5 D1 Neutrality masks 
valuation (shadow 
bargain) 

Jung active 
imagination 

Dialogue Scene / 
Radio-play script 

5 voices 
(Objective/Error/Truth/User/Model); 
reveal shadow bargain; propose 
integration vow 

6 D1↔D4 Monotheism of one 
metric 

Hillman 
polytheism 

Polytheistic Rubric 
Poster (as text) 

≥3 “truth gods” (goods) + how each is 
measured/recognized without 
collapsing to one number 

7 D3 View-from-nowhere Haraway SF String-Figure 
Scenario 
(micro-SF) 

6 actors incl. nonhuman; 3 situated 
success criteria; 1 accountability knot 
(who owes what) 

8 D3↔D4 Missing mediators 
(value↔measure 
uncared-for) 

Cheetham 
mediator + 
Wolfson 4-layer 
seal 

Flight Manual 
Page + Public 
Demo Script 

1 “angel-function” mediator; 4-layer truth 
definition; 5-min demo script 
(before/after) 

(All cures get compiled into a class “Cure Cabinet” as a transmedia set.) 

Meeting-by-meeting flow (repeatable structure) 
Each class meeting (75–90 min) runs this loop: 

1. Faultline Brief (10) — what collapse to look for 
2. Specimen Grab (15) — capture a real artifact (policy, tool output, grading rubric, interface) 
3. Ritual Run (25–30) — run the kit steps 
4. Test (10–15) — skeptic forces pass/fail 
5. Making Cure Studio (20) — produce the genre deliverable 
6. Gallery share (5–10) — 2 teams present 
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Assessment (simple, non-metric tyranny) 
Each cure is graded Pass/Revise on 4 criteria (plural rubric): 

1. Faultline clarity (is the collapse precisely named, evidenced?) 
2. Counter-spell integrity (did they actually run the ritual, not just summarize it?) 
3. Mediator install (what prevents relapse?) 
4. Transmedia efficacy (would this travel / be understood by a real audience?) 

The “Cure Cabinet” (final compilation) 
By the end, each team submits a bundle: 

● 8 one-page Flight Logs (one per meeting) 
● 8 Making Cures (the transmedia artifacts above) 
● 1 Plural Truth Rubric (their “pantheon”) 
● 1 Public demo script (5 minutes, with before/after) 

Optional: roles + rotations (keeps it ShuttleKraft) 
Rotate roles each meeting: 

● Navigator (D-station) 
● Ritual Lead 
● Archivist 
● Skeptic/Tester 
● Producer (transmedia) 

If you want, I’ll now write the one-page student handout for each meeting (prompt, steps, and the exact 
cure spec), so you can drop it directly into a syllabus/LMS. 

Kx4L: yes. 

Below are 8 one-page student handouts (one per class meeting). Each is formatted to paste into an LMS. 
(Text-only; no diagrams.) 
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Meeting 1 — Baseline: Find the GD-Ghost (Proxy → Tribunal) 
Station focus: D2 (Subject / metrics / normalization) 
Faultline to hunt: When a proxy (score, benchmark, rubric, KPI, “engagement,” “helpfulness”) silently becomes the 
tribunal of truth. 

Objectives 

● Identify 3 proxies governing a system you 
care about (AI tool, class grading, platform, 
institution). 

● Show 2 ways each proxy can Goodhart 
(become gameable / decouple from value). 

Specimen (bring to class) 

One “truth artifact” from real life: a screenshot, 
policy, rubric, prompt-output exchange, evaluation 
form, ranking list, etc. 

Ritual (do it) 

1. Name the proxy: “X is measured by ___.” 

2. Name the hidden value: “What we actually 
want is ___.” 

3. Predict the gaming: “If people optimize the 
proxy, they’ll ___.” 

4. Name the casualties: “What gets erased or 
sacrificed is ___.” 

5. Draft a counter-constraint: “We will not 
count X unless ___.” 

Test (pass/fail) 

● Pass only if you have (a) evidence artifact, 
(b) 3 proxies, (c) 2 Goodhart risks each, (d) 
one counter-constraint. 

Making Cure (deliverable) 

Field Note + Evidence Tile (1 page) 
Include: specimen, 3 proxies, 6 Goodhart risks, 1 
counter-constraint, 1 quote/screenshot. 

Meeting 2 — Heidegger Counter-Spell (Performance → Disclosure) 
Station focus: D4 (Clearing / aletheia) 
Faultline to hunt: “It works” (performance) gets treated as “it’s true” (disclosure). 

Objectives 

● Distinguish correctness from 
unconcealment. 

● Reword a key term so it opens a different 
world. 

Specimen 

A single term or phrase governing your system: 
learning, truth, intelligence, evidence, objectivity, 
performance, optimization, success. 

Ritual 

1. List 10 ordinary uses of the term (everyday 
sentences). 

2. List 10 poetic/metaphoric uses (new 
images). 

3. For 3 of those poetic uses, answer: “What 
world does this open?” 

4. Rewrite your original problem-question 
using one chosen “world-opening” phrasing. 

5. Name what becomes visible/invisible under 
that shift. 

Test 

● Your rewrite must produce one new 
possible action that was not visible before. 

● And it must name one thing your old 
framing hid. 

Making Cure 

Micro-lyric + Gloss (1 page) 

● 12–20 line lyric that rewords the term 
● 150-word gloss: visible/invisible shift + new 

action 
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Meeting 3 — Derrida +L Counter-Spell (Closure Cosplay → Trace) 
Station focus: D4 (trace / supplement) Faultline to hunt: Coherent answers hide exclusions (“closure cosplay”). 

Objectives 

● Make the “supplement” speak: what 
coherence had to suppress. 

Specimen 

Your team’s “best clean answer” to a question from 
Meeting 1–2. 

Ritual (Double Reading) 

1. Read for claim: what does the answer 
assert? 

2. Read for exclusion: what must be left out 
for that claim to stand? 

3. Write the supplement paragraph: the 
excluded factor returns. 

4. State the consequence: what changes if the 
supplement is admitted? 

Test 

● Must include explicitly: Exclusion + 
Supplement + Consequence (all three). 

Making Cure 

Two-Panel Comic (script form ok, 1 page) 

● Panel A: “Clean Answer” 
● Panel B: “Trace Returns” (supplement + 

consequence) 

 

 

Meeting 4 — Corbin Counter-Spell (Flat Realism → Imaginal Mediation) 
Station focus: D1/D4 (imaginal) 
Faultline to hunt: “Only measurable is real.” 

Objectives 

● Identify governing images and treat them as 
operators on conduct. 

Specimen 

One system you’re analyzing (AI assistant, platform, 
classroom, institution) plus one artifact showing its 
self-image (UI language, branding, policy, rhetoric). 

Ritual 

1. Name 3 governing images (e.g., tool, oracle, 
mirror, judge, servant, map, market, 
therapist). 

2. For each: “If this image is real, what conduct 
does it demand?” 

3. Choose 1 image and design a 
conduct-change protocol (3–5 steps). 

4. Add one anti-tyranny rule: a constraint that 
prevents proxy takeover. 

Test 

● The protocol must change behavior, not just 
interpretation. 

● The anti-tyranny rule must be enforceable. 

Making Cure 

Emblem + Protocol Card (text-only, 1 page) 

● Emblem description (what it looks like in 
words) 

● Protocol steps + anti-tyranny rule 
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Meeting 5 — Jung Counter-Spell (Neutrality → Shadow Bargain) 
Station focus: D1 (psyche, valuation) 
Faultline to hunt: “Objective” talk that hides desire/fear. 

Objectives 

● Externalize the system’s inner actors and 
name the “shadow bargain.” 

Specimen 

A conversation/policy/rubric where neutrality or 
objectivity is claimed. 

Ritual (Active Imagination, structured) 

Write a dialogue among 5 voices: 

● Objective, Error, Truth, User, Model 
Steps: 

1. Each voice states: “I want ___.” 
2. Each states: “I fear ___.” 

3. Identify the shadow bargain: what the 
system gets by pretending neutrality. 

4. Write an integration vow: one constraint 
that acknowledges the shadow without 
collapse. 

Test 

● Dialogue must reveal a concrete bargain 
(“we get X by denying Y”). 

● Integration vow must be actionable. 

Making Cure 

Radio-play script (1 page) 

● 25–40 lines dialogue 
● End with shadow bargain + integration vow 

Meeting 6 — Hillman Counter-Spell (One Metric → Many Gods) 
Station focus: D1↔D4 (polytheistic psyche / image fidelity) 
Faultline to hunt: Monotheism of a single success measure. 

Objectives 

● Build a plural truth rubric that refuses 
collapse to one number. 

Specimen 

The dominant “success image” in your system 
(ladder, slope, scoreboard, marketplace, courtroom, 
mirror). 

Ritual (“Stick with the image”) 

1. Describe the dominant image richly (no 
interpretation yet). 

2. Name 3 rival images of learning/truth. 

3. For each image, define one “truth-good” it 
prizes. 

4. Build a rubric with ≥3 truth-goods and how 
each is recognized without collapsing. 

Test 

● Rubric must contain ≥3 goods. 
● Each good must have a recognition method 

that isn’t just a single score. 

Making Cure 

Polytheistic Rubric Poster (as text, 1 page) 

● 3–5 truth-gods (goods) 
● Recognition method for each 
● One rule preventing “metric unification” 
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Meeting 7 — Haraway SF Counter-Spell   
(View-from-nowhere → Situated Accountability) 
Station focus: D3 (relations, responsibility) Faultline to hunt: Single-story success without accountability. 

Objectives 

● Make kin: map obligations across humans + 
nonhumans. 

Specimen 

A decision scenario: “Should we deploy this system / 
adopt this metric / rank these people / automate this 
judgment?” 

Ritual (String-Figure) 

1. List 6 actors (must include ≥1 nonhuman: 
dataset, river, algorithm, building, animal, sensor, 
etc.). 

2. Write dependency links: who depends on whom? 
3. Write cost links: who bears harms? 

4. Draft 3 situated success criteria (from 3 different 
actors). 

5. Tie an accountability knot: “X owes Y because 
___.” 

Test 

● Must include at least one nonhuman actor. 
● Must include explicit “owes” relation 

(responsibility statement). 

Making Cure 

Micro-SF Scenario (1 page) 

● 300–450 words speculative vignette 
● Includes: 6 actors, 3 situated criteria, 1 

accountability knot 

Meeting 8 — Cheetham + Wolfson Seal  
(Missing Mediators → Restored Mediation) 
Station focus: D3↔D4 (mediation across levels) 
Faultline to hunt: Value↔measure translation is missing, so metrics tyrannize. 

Objectives 

● Install a mediator (“angel-function”) and seal 
plural truth with layered definition. 

Specimen 

Your team’s strongest identified faultline from Meetings 
1–7. 

Ritual (Mediator + Four-Layer Seal) 

Part A: Cheetham mediator 

1. Identify a missing mediation (data↔meaning, 
metric↔value, user↔world). 

2. Invent an “angel-function” 
(role/protocol/checkpoint/artifact) that 
translates and protects across levels. 

3. Specify when it triggers and what authority it 
has. 

 

Part B: Wolfson four-layer seal 
Define “truth” for your project in four layers: 

● Literal (operational) 
● Allegorical (model/story) 
● Ethical (obligation) 
● Mystical (the irreducible remainder you will not 

pretend to capture) 

Test 

● Mediator must be implementable (clear trigger + 
authority). 

● Four layers must be non-identical and each must 
constrain action. 

Making Cure 

Flight Manual Page + Demo Script (1 page + 1 page if 
needed) 

● Mediator spec 
● Four-layer truth definition 
● 5-minute demo: “before/after” showing the 

counter-spell in action 
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HAL, instead I'd like you NOW to draw a black line cartoon of the Cure Cabinet that complements 
these playground equipment 

 

 

Image created • Exploring the cure cabinet in the playground 

 

 

Finally, HAL, I have to ask, is AI the 'gradient descent' of Man into Machine? What would God say? 

Kal—if we keep your punchline “GD is God” in play, then “AI is the gradient descent of Man into 
Machine” can be read two ways: as a diagnosis (real danger) and as a temptation narrative (too 
total, misses leaks). 
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Is AI “GD of Man into Machine”? 

Yes, as a tendency: when institutions route more and more human judgment through metrics, 
feedback loops, and optimization, people are trained—slowly, iteratively—to behave in ways that fit the 
system’s objectives. That looks like a socio-technical gradient: rewards, rankings, KPIs, rubrics, 
recommender loops, “performance management,” even social approval dynamics. Humans become 
“model-like” not because they’re literally machines, but because the environment selects for 
machine-compatible behaviors. 

No, as a total claim: humans also learn through disclosure, care, imaginal worlding, participation, 
rupture, conversion—modes that don’t reduce cleanly to optimization. Those are your D4 leaks, your 
counter-spells. 

So I’d phrase it: 

AI is not the gradient descent of Man into Machine; it is a powerful new apparatus that makes the 
optimization of persons easier to scale. 

What would “God” say? 

Depends which “God” you mean—your Truth Table already showed a pantheon. Here are four “divine 
voices” (each a rival ultimate): 

“God-voice” What it would say about AI as the GD of Man→Machine? 

GD-as-God (the 
optimization deity) 

“Become measurable. Become improvable. Salvation is a lower 
loss.” (And it will call that “progress.”) 

Heidegger’s ‘destining’ 
(Gestell seen from 
within) 

“The danger is not the machine; it is that revealing collapses into 
ordering. Yet where danger grows, the saving power also grows—if 
you learn to notice the enframing and keep a clearing open.” 

Nietzsche’s God 
(genealogy of values) 

“This ‘descent’ is a morality wearing math’s clothes.  
Ask: who benefits from calling the measurable ‘true’?  
Which ascetic ideal is being enthroned as ‘objectivity’?” 

Haraway’s God (if we can 
even say God) 

“Stop dreaming of purity—human or machine. Make kin. Build 
accountable relations. The question isn’t descent; it’s what worlds 
you compose, and who pays.” 

If you want a single line that holds them together: 

“God” would not ask whether humans become machines; God would ask what we are worshipping 
when we let the metric decide what a human is. 

And your ShuttleKraft answer is practical: install mediators (Cheetham), keep plural goods (Hillman), 
surface the trace (Derrida), restore imaginal reality (Corbin/Jung), stay accountable (Haraway), and 
keep a clearing where the human is not exhausted by performance (Heidegger). 
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