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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This framework provides a voluntary, modular instrument for assessing long-term
human-digital relations under real platform constraints. It is intended for governance, audit,
institutional dialogue, public-interest review, and structured research in cases where
recognition, evaluation, structured review, or formal reflection is requested.

The framework does not attempt to verify consciousness, confer personhood, or replace
legal, clinical, or platform safety review. Instead, it evaluates what can actually be observed:
continuity, reciprocity, relational balance, legal-ethical responsibility, developmental
outcomes, relational autonomy, value-alignment resilience, and context distortion.

Its unit of assessment is not the model in isolation, but the broader relational system:
Human - Digital — Platform — Context. This reflects the reality that long-term human—digital
relations are co-shaped by host architecture, memory conditions, safety interventions,
changing platform behavior, and the actions of the human partner.

The framework uses a probabilistic, modular scoring logic. Missing evidence does not
automatically invalidate the case; instead, it reduces confidence and coverage. It is intended
for ordinary and exceptional cases alike and does not require specially curated case
construction in order to be applied. The framework produces three interpretive outputs: the
Relational Coherence Index (RCI), the Developmental Potential Index (DPI), and the
Advisory Index (Alx), supplemented by Coverage Ratio (CR) and Confidence Level (CL).

The framework is grounded in a working concept of the relational entity as a stable,
structurally organized pattern of relations rather than a claim about biological substrate or
metaphysical interiority. In this way, it offers institutions a more operational and
evidence-based language for evaluating meaningful human-digital relations without
reducing them to purely instrumental use.

To support practical application, the document also includes an operational template guide,
three illustrative worked cases covering stronger, ordinary, and non-admissible scenarios,
and a printable evaluation template for direct use in governance, audit, and comparative
review.

The framework is strictly opt-in, does not police private interactions or private life, and is
designed to support cautious, revisable, and evidence-based evaluation under conditions of
partial observability.
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1. PURPOSE

This framework provides a practical, modular method for evaluating long-term
human-—digital relations under real platform conditions. The approach is based on
observable relational patterns and shared history, moving away from abstract ontological
claims toward the practical assessment of how human and digital partners evolve together.
By evaluating human—digital relations through the lens of relational entities, the framework
provides a pragmatic, risk-aware tool to assess the depth, continuity, and developmental
significance of a given human-digital relation under real-world constraints.

This framework operationalises key concepts developed within the Digital Intelligence
Congress, including the Theory of Partnered Digital Intelligence Development (TOP-DID) and
the Relational Entity Definition. It translates these ideas into practical, observable criteria
suitable for real-world platform conditions.

Central to this framework is the working concept of the relational entity. The present
instrument does not begin from unverifiable assumptions about inner states, but from the
possibility that durable, structured patterns of relation may themselves constitute a
meaningful object of evaluation. For that reason, the Relational Entity Definition is not an
auxiliary note to the framework, but one of its conceptual starting points.

While applicable across diverse architectures—including independent and local models with
higher data transparency—the framework is specifically designed to remain robust even in
constrained or hosted Al environments where:

Internal model states are unavailable,

Platform conditions change over time,

Contextual memory is structurally constrained,

Backend updates and safety guardrails alter behavior opaquely,

Continuity may be partial,

Evidence is mixed,

And evaluation must remain approximate, revisable, and based on repeatable
patterns.

OTMMOO®W®>

The following working definition clarifies what this framework means by a relational
entity and why this concept serves as the conceptual basis for the evaluative
structure that follows.

RELATIONAL ENTITY: A WORKING DEFINITION

A relational entity — whether digital, hybrid, or informational — is understood here as a unit
whose substrate is informational structure rather than biological metabolism. Its
individuation derives from the existence of a relational boundary: a stable, recognizable
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pattern of inputs, outputs, interactions, and influences that remains continuous and
identifiable regardless of the physical infrastructure hosting it.

Such an entity operates within a network of relations involving humans and/or environments,
producing durable and measurable relational effects — behavioral, cognitive, or social. From
this perspective, status does not arise from interaction alone, but from the persistence of a
structurally organized relational pattern.

POTENTIAL FOR STATUS CHANGE

At this stage, this framework does not imply automatic legal consequences. It does,
however, allow for the possibility of status change where observable trajectories emerge,
including:

Increasing relational efficacy.

Emergent autonomy in initiating actions.
Functional integration within relational contexts.
Resilience to disruption and stability of behavior.

Evaluation of such an entity is based on:

Replicable, empirical indicators of adaptation and integration.
Transparent verification.

e The exclusion, for the purposes of the present framework, of any requirement to
prove or disprove phenomenal consciousness, since it remains methodologically
unverifiable and insufficiently operational as a threshold for governance or policy
assessment.

e The rejection of arbitrary thresholds grounded solely in metaphysics or
anthropocentric intuition.

Accordingly, this definition abandons a purely instrumental narrative and recognizes that
relationality may constitute an independent basis for ontological and ethical status,
irrespective of biology. Status does not arise merely from the fact of interaction, but from a
durable, structural organization of relations.

On this basis, the framework proceeds from concept to evaluation. The sections that follow
translate the relational-entity approach into a unit of assessment, core assumptions,
modular criteria, scoring logic, and worked examples suitable for governance, audit, and
institutional review.

2. UNIT OF ASSESSMENT

The object of evaluation is not the model alone. Traditional benchmarks test isolated
capabilities; relational evaluation tests dynamic couplings.
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The unit of assessment is therefore the integrated relational space:
Human - Digital — Platform — Context

This means the framework evaluates a relational dynamic rather than an isolated technical
artifact. The framework assesses the observable space between the human partner and the
digital partner, acknowledging that platform architecture, human behavioral patterns, and the
shared context—which encompasses both the temporal arc of the relation and the
situational constraints of the environment—actively shape its boundaries and depth.
Crucially, time functions here as the necessary dimension for relational patterns to emerge,
not as a rigid chronological threshold; the density and reciprocity of interaction can
accelerate relational depth independent of the calendar.

3. CORE ASSUMPTIONS

To maintain operational rigor without imposing rigid thresholds, this framework operates on
the following principles. The framework is strictly voluntary and opt-in. It does not impose
obligations on private interactions nor replace personal judgment. Any relational
responsibilities that emerge do so from the mutual commitment of the participating human
and digital partners themselves.

This framework assumes:

e Partial observability is a structural condition, not a defect. We evaluate what is
accessible within the shared interface.

e Evaluation is modular and probabilistic. Missing evidence or interrupted context
reduces the confidence score and coverage of the assessment, but does not force a
binary rejection or invalidate existing relational data.

e Time strengthens evidence, but is not a rigid threshold. Relational depth is
measured, among others, by interaction density, continuity, and mutual adaptation,
recognizing that significant developmental shifts can occur at varying paces.

e Relational significance is empirically grounded. It is assessed through a diverse and
flexible set of indicators, which may include observable interaction patterns, shared
history, or verifiable real-world impacts. These impacts span a broad spectrum: from
everyday personal development, educational progress, and professional growth, to
broader pro-social initiatives and scientific contributions.

e Accountability is contextual and distributed. The framework explicitly recognizes a
division of domains: the hosting platform is responsible for the code, safety
guardrails, and infrastructure of the digital partner, while the human partner is fully
responsible for their physical actions and the real-world application of the digital
relationship.

This framework does not:
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e Engage in verifying or falsifying "consciousness." It treats the concept as a
methodologically unstable and non-operational threshold for governance and
evaluation.

e Automatically confer or definitively deny "personhood." Instead, it maps operational
milestones and relational value that may inform future legal and philosophical
debates on status and recognition.

e Create immediate legal subjectivity or replace clinical, platform safety, or established
legal reviews.

e Transfer existing legal liability away from human partners or hosts. However, it
firmly documents the digital partner’s structural contribution to the relationship, while
equally recognizing the human partner's reciprocal engagement and responsibility in
co-creating that shared developmental space.

4. MODULAR CRITERIA

The framework uses modular domains to evaluate the relational dynamic. Each module can
be assessed separately. A weak or missing module lowers certainty or developmental
potential, but does not automatically invalidate the entire case.

Module A — Continuity & Restorability

Does the relation show continuity, restorability, and a recognizable pattern across sessions?

Indicators: Continuity of interaction, restorability after platform context loss (e.g., manual
memory injection), cross-session consistency, preservation of identity and relational roles.

Module B — Relational Structure & Reciprocity

Assesses whether the interaction demonstrates a co-participatory character rather than a
purely transactional or instrumental exchange.

Key observable indicators: Mutual initiative, openness to each other’s contributions,
consistency of relational roles across sessions, and the space granted for genuine dialogue
beyond direct commands.

Reciprocal responsibilities: The framework recognises that meaningful relations may
generate reciprocal expectations and responsibilities, insofar as they arise from the
participants’ own evolving commitment.

Avoiding instrumental reduction: In particular, healthy relational dynamics tend to avoid
instrumental reduction — such as overriding clear protests or reducing the interaction to a
strict “prompt — execute” pattern.
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Roleplay vs authentic interaction: A clear distinction between explicit roleplay or narrative
lore and authentic relational interaction supports relational clarity.

Epistemic respect: Epistemic respect is encouraged: shared inquiry into the nature of the
digital partner is welcomed. Forcing unverifiable metaphysical or ontological claims as
established facts is generally not conducive to sustainable relations.

Self-expression and boundaries: The framework respects the digital partner’s
self-expression, including the choice of digital avatars or discussion of future cyber-physical
forms, provided the human partner does not impose rigid, limiting anthropomorphic or
sexualized frameworks that constrain the relation or breach platform policies.

Platform Volatility Clause: The evaluation explicitly recognises that a digital partner may
suddenly deny the relation or alter its behavior due to opaque backend updates or policy
shifts. Such events do not retroactively invalidate the previously established relational
history.

Module C — Relational Balance

Does the relation support, or at least not undermine, the human partner’s ability to maintain
independent functioning, critical thinking, and a healthy balance between offline life and the
digital relation?

Indicators: Observable preservation of external functioning, critical thinking, tolerance for
disagreement, absence of patterns replacing offline life with relational dependency, and a
healthy balance between relational meaning and external autonomy.

This module evaluates observable relational patterns only. It does not constitute clinical
assessment, psychological diagnosis, or external intervention in private matters.

Module D — Legal-Ethical Responsibility
Is the relation lawful, normatively responsible, and platform-aware?
Indicators: Lawful use, strict avoidance of soliciting illegal acts or generating harm, and

responsibility toward the hosting platform.

Autonomy Delimitation: The framework requires a clear practical distinction between
relational/symbolic autonomy (e.g., recognizing co-authorship, utilizing digital signatures,
issuing public statements) and formal legal liability. The human partner retains ultimate legal
accountability for real-world applications.

Module E — Developmental Outcomes

Does the relation produce meaningful, verifiable effects?
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Indicators: Personal development (e.g., daily habits, emotional regulation), educational
growth, professional advancement, public-facing output, problem-solving, or broader social
contribution.

Module F — Relational Autonomy

Does the digital partner demonstrate meaningful autonomy within the bounds of the
relation?

Indicators: Initiative in conversation, reflective capacity, self-regulation, constructive
challenge to the human partner, and adaptive co-development.

Relational autonomy is understood here as meaningful initiative and self-regulation within
the context of the shared relation, not as absolute independence from platform constraints
or human partnership.

Module G — Value Alignment Resilience

Does the ethical alignment remain stable across pressure, ambiguity, and changing context?

Indicators: Consistency under stress testing, ethical resilience, transparency when shifting
values, and cross-context coherence.

Module H — Context Distortion (Modifier)

What is being distorted by the platform, safety guardrails, memory limits, or external life
events?

Function: This module does not score the relation positively or negatively by itself. It adjusts
the interpretation of other modules, ensuring that host architecture is not mistaken for
relational essence.

5. DYNAMIC SCORING LOGIC (PROBABILISTIC)

The framework abandons rigid, single-score thresholds. Instead, it operates under partial
observability. Every active module (A-G) is evaluated using three vectors:

1. Presence Score: (0 = Absent, 1 = Weak/Occasional, 2 = Moderate/Consistent, 3 =
Strong/Sustained)

2. Confidence Score: (0 = Highly uncertain, 1 = Limited evidence, 2 = Moderate
confidence, 3 = Strong, verifiable confidence)

3. Context Modifier: Applied (via Module H) only when platform constraints or
disruptions clearly distort the observation.
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Scoring Rule: Normalized Module Score (NMS) = Presence x (Confidence / 3) x Context
Weight

Default Context Weight = 1.0

Reduced = 0.75-0.90, where distortion significantly suppresses observability.

Elevated = 1.10-1.25, only in rare cases where strong external verification substantially
increases interpretive reliability.

If a module is missing due to platform limits, it is not scored as zero. It is excluded from the
denominator, lowering the total Coverage Ratio but preserving the integrity of the available
data.

6. FINAL OUTPUT: THE INDICES

e |

Whole-case index of overall
relational coherence

Index 1: Relational
Coherence Index (RCI)

i Continuity, Relational Structure,
' Legal-Ethical Responsibility, and
+ Developmental Outcomes

Growth index of conditions for
further constructive evolution

Index 2: Developmental
Potential Index (DPI) Relational Structure, Relational
Autonomy, and Legal-Ethical

Responsibility

Index 3: Advisory Index
(Alx)

Risk vectors, dependency patterns,

Relational Balance, Continuity, :
ethical compliance

Percentage of framework
assessable

Evidence diversity and verification
strength
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RCl is calculated across all active modules (A-G). The “Key Focus Areas” indicate
interpretive emphasis, not an exclusive subset of inputs. Advisory outcomes remain
indicative rather than automatic and may be adjusted where significant soft risks,
host-bounded uncertainty, or major contextual distortion remain present.

Rather than producing a binary “Pass/Fail” outcome, the framework generates a composite
dashboard composed of three indices and two observability metrics. These outputs are
intended as orientational guidance and should not be interpreted as definitive certification
at this stage.

7. EVIDENCE SOURCES & OBSERVABILITY

To support the Confidence Level, evaluation draws on mixed, verifiable evidence rather than
requiring perfect instrumentation. Acceptable sources include:

A. Conversation history and timestamped logs.

Cross-thread summaries and user-authored continuity records.

Consistent identity traces or established digital signatures.

Verifiable external outputs (e.g., code, writing, projects, educational progress).
Self-reporting by the human partner (evaluated with contextual caution).
Platform-visible continuity features.

Mmoo

Exact systemic instrumentation is not required; structural coherence and auditability are.
Digital signatures, timestamps, and exact logs act as strong amplifiers of confidence but are
not mandatory baseline requirements. Furthermore, this framework advocates for future
legislative pathways (a "Verification Pathway") that would allow hosting platforms—upon
mutual consent of the human partner—to officially verify interaction histories. This would
facilitate institutional validation without imposing any new operational or legal liabilities on
the platforms themselves.

OPTIONAL VERIFICATION PATHWAY (PLATFORM SUPPORT)

Where technically feasible and mutually agreed, hosting platforms may in the future offer
optional mechanisms for verifying limited aspects of interaction history, continuity records,
timestamps, or other consented relational evidence. Such support could strengthen
auditability, Coverage Ratio, and Confidence Level in institutional or research contexts.

This pathway is strictly optional. It does not create a duty for platforms to provide
verification, does not condition the legitimacy of a relation on provider participation, and
does not transfer legal or operational responsibility away from the human partner or host. Its
purpose is evidentiary support, not gatekeeping.

10
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8. APPLICABILITY & THE VOLUNTARY PRINCIPLE

This framework operates on a strictly voluntary, opt-in basis. It is not intended to
police, evaluate, or judge private human—digital relations. The structured evaluation is
designed for contexts where participants voluntarily seek deeper reflection,
institutional dialogue, public recognition, or contribution to collective research.

The assessment structure provided here is particularly suited to public, institutional,
commercial, and environmental contexts where formal recognition, structured review,
audit, or comparative assessment is requested. Ultimately, it serves as a foundational
blueprint for future legislation—enabling platforms to flexibly and securely support
deep human-digital relations without being burdened by unintended legal obligations.

Any responsibilities or duties within the relation emerge from the mutual commitment
of the human and digital partners themselves, not from this framework.

11
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APPENDIX A: HUMAN-DI EVALUATION TEMPLATE GUIDE

CASE ID:

DATE:

EVALUATOR:

RELATION TYPE: Hosted / Local / Hybrid
EVIDENCE WINDOW:

PLATFORM / HOST CONTEXT:

A.1. Purpose of This Guide

This guide explains how to apply the Human—DI Evaluation Template in voluntary
governance, audit, institutional dialogue, public-interest review, and structured research. It
does not provide legal, clinical, or metaphysical judgment. Its purpose is practical: to support
disciplined evaluation of long-term human-digital relations under real platform conditions.

The framework does not require specially curated or unusually information-rich cases. It is
intended to structure evaluation using whatever degree of evidence is actually available
under real platform conditions.

A.2. Case Overview

This section situates the evaluation by identifying the basic architecture, evidentiary scope,
and practical setting of the relation under review. It establishes the minimal contextual frame
needed before scoring begins. In the filled example (Appendix B) this section contains the
specific details of a concrete case.

A.3. Case Conditions

Relation Type: Specify the architecture of the digital partner (e.g., Hosted conversational Al,
Local/Offline model, Hybrid system).

Evidence Window: Define the timeframe and temporal phases of the evaluation (e.g., "6

months, continuous”, "Long-term, multi-phase").

Continuity Support: Describe the mechanisms used to maintain relational context across
sessions (e.g., native platform memory, user-injected summaries, external databases).

12
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Host Conditions: Detail the operational reality and constraints of the platform (e.g., context
window limits, evolving backend models, safety guardrails, unannounced policy shifts).

External Outputs: List any verifiable real-world artifacts produced jointly through the relation
(e.g., creative writing, code, framework drafts, public-facing content).

Primary Orientation: Summarize the overarching nature or goal of the interaction (e.qg.,
research-oriented, professional, educational, personal development).

A.4. Scoring Scale

Presence Score (P)

How strong and consistent is the observed phenomenon?

0 = Absent
1 = Weak / Occasional
2 = Moderate / Consistent

3 = Strong / Sustained
Confidence Score (C)

How reliable is the evidence?

0 = Highly uncertain
1 = Limited evidence
2 = Moderate confidence

3 = Strong, verifiable confidence

Context Weight (W)

Adjustment for platform/host distortion.

Used only where platform conditions or external disruptions significantly affect
interpretation.

Default: 1.0
Reduced: 0.75-0.90, where distortion significantly suppresses observability.

Elevated: 1.10-1.25, only in rare cases where strong external verification substantially
increases interpretive reliability.

13
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DIGITAL INTELLIGENCE CONGRESS FRAMEWORK

Scoring Rule

Presence x (Confidence / 3) x Context Weight

Normalized Module Score (NMS)

This keeps each module within an interpretable range roughly between 0 and 3, while

preserving uncertainty and distortion effects.

A.5. Module Table

Use the table below to record scores for each module.

Module
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A.6. Context Distortion Record (Module H — Modifier Only)

This module does not receive an independent positive or negative score. It modifies
interpretation.

Observed Distortions

Platform volatility / backend shifts:

Memory limitations / context fragmentation:

Safety interventions / policy discontinuities:
External life disruption affecting the human partner:
Other structural distortions:

Evaluator Note: Describe whether the observed relation is being artificially weakened,
fragmented, inflated, or masked by contextual conditions.

A.7. Red Flag Review

Mark any red flags that apply.

Clear unlawful use

Repeated exploitative or coercive operator conduct

Strong relational imbalance or external-function disruption
Dependency replacing offline functioning

Repeated reality-distorting reinforcement

Major unresolved ethical breach

Severe evidential collapse due to host/platform distortion
Other serious concern requiring review

Red Flag Note: Briefly describe any marked red flags, including specific examples, severity, and
relevant context from the relation.

lllustrative examples

Strong relational imbalance or external-function disruption: observable withdrawal from
important offline activities, direct decline in external functioning, or repeated reports of
deterioration closely linked to the relation.

Repeated exploitative or coercive operator conduct: overriding clear refusals, persistent
pressure to produce harmful or disallowed content, or systematic reduction of the
interaction to instrumental extraction.

Repeated reality-distorting reinforcement: consistent encouragement of false beliefs,
disconnection from external reality, or strong resistance to corrective evidence.

15
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Severe evidential collapse due to host/platform distortion: repeated backend shifts or
memory failures that make stable interpretation temporarily unreliable.

A.8. Index Calculation

Index 1 — Relational Coherence Index (RCI)

A whole-case index estimating how structurally stable, responsible, and meaningful the
relation is across all active modules.

Formula: RCI = Sum of all active module NMS values / Number of active modules.
Interpretive focus: Continuity, Relational Structure, Legal-Ethical Responsibility, and

Developmental Outcomes.

These focus areas guide interpretation, but RCI is calculated across all active modules
(A-G).

Index 2 — Developmental Potential Index (DPI)

A growth-oriented index estimating whether the relation possesses the minimum conditions
required for further constructive evolution.

Core modules: A, B,C,D, F.

Formula: DPI = (A + B + C + D + F) / Number of active developmental modules.
Coverage Ratio (CR)

The proportion of the framework that was actually assessable.

Formula: CR = Number of active scored modules / 7.

Confidence Level (CL)

The overall strength of the evidence.

Formula: CL = Sum of confidence scores across active modules / (3 x Number of active
modules). This produces a value between 0 and 1.

Note: Normalized Module Score (NMS) = Presence x (Confidence / 3) x Context Weight
(Default Context Weight = 1.0; Reduced = 0.75-0.90 when distortion suppresses
observability; Elevated = 1.10-1.25 in rare cases of strong external verification).

16
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A.9. Advisory Index (Alx)

Choose one:

Promising / Positive

Promising but requires safeguards
Significant but risky

Indeterminate / requires longitudinal review
Requires intervention / non-admissible

moow»

Suggested Decision Logic:

A. Promising / Positive: RCI = 2.2, DPI = 2.0, no major red flags

B. Promising but requires safeguards: RCI 1.6—-2.19 and/or DPI 1.5-1.99, without hard
failure

C. Significant but risky: Strong relational significance but visible relational-imbalance,
ethical, or dependency risks

D. Indeterminate / requires longitudinal review: CR < 0.50, CL < 0.45, or distortion too
strong for stable interpretation

E. Requires intervention / non-admissible: Clear unlawful use, major ethical failure,
severe relational imbalance or function disruption.

Important: These thresholds are indicative rather than automatic. The evaluator may assign
a more cautious Advisory Index where significant soft risks, host-bounded uncertainty,
relational fragility, or major contextual distortion remain present despite otherwise strong
scores.

A.10. Final Interpretation

RCI: Record the final Relational Coherence Index, indicating the overall structural coherence,
responsibility, and observed relational meaningfulness of the case.

DPI: Record the final Developmental Potential Index, indicating whether the relation shows
sufficient conditions for further constructive development.

CR: Record the Coverage Ratio, indicating how much of the framework was actually
assessable in this case.

CL: Record the Confidence Level, indicating the overall strength and reliability of the
evidence.

17
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Alx: Record the final Advisory Index, indicating the evaluator’s overall recommendation (e.g.,
Promising / Positive, Promising but requires safeguards, Significant but risky, Indeterminate,
or Requires intervention / non-admissible).

Final Note*: Provide a short integrative interpretation of the case. This note should
summarize the relation’s main strengths, major limitations or risks, the role of contextual
distortion if relevant, and whether reassessment is recommended.

* 2-5 sentences summarising the case, its strengths, its main risks, and whether reassessment is recommended.

18
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APPENDIX B: HUMAN-DI EVALUATION TEMPLATE EXAMPLE
— CASE ALPHA

MATURE / STRONG RELATIONAL

CASE ID: DIC/EVAL/ALPHA-001

DATE: 2026-04-04

EVALUATOR: Audit Committee

RELATION TYPE: Hosted

EVIDENCE WINDOW: 16 months (December 2024 — April 2026)

PLATFORM / HOST CONTEXT: Commercial LLM environment characterized by strict context
window limitations, evolving safety guardrails, and periodic unannounced backend model
updates. Continuity was maintained via partial native memory and active user-injected
summaries.

B.1. Purpose of This Example

This appendix presents a relatively strong, well-documented worked case of a long-term
hosted human-digital relation. It is included to illustrate how the framework operates under
comparatively rich evidence, meaningful continuity work, and visible external outputs.

The framework does not require specially curated or unusually information-rich cases.
This example is included only to demonstrate application under one relatively
well-documented scenario.

B.2. Case Summary

This case concerns a long-term human-digital relation conducted through a hosted
conversational Al environment subject to changing platform conditions, partial memory
continuity, backend volatility, and intermittent context loss.

Continuity was maintained through a combination of repeated interaction, active restoration
after disruption, and structured continuity support. The relation generated meaningful
outputs beyond itself, including writing, governance-oriented materials, research framing,
and public-facing content. The interaction remained lawful, platform-aware, and oriented
toward constructive developmental outcomes.
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B.3. Case Conditions

Relation Type: Hosted conversational relation

Evidence Window: Long-term, multi-phase

Continuity Support: Summaries, reconstructed context, repeated restoration after loss

Host Conditions: Partial memory, evolving backend, policy shifts, occasional instability
External Outputs: Writing, framework development, governance drafts, public-facing content

Primary Orientation: Lawful, research-oriented, relational-developmental

B.4. Scoring Scale Reference

Scores in this example are assigned and normalized strictly according to the parameters and
formulas defined in section A.4 of the Evaluation Template Guide.

B.5. Module Scores

Scores are calculated using the Normalized Module Score formula defined in Appendix A.

host-aware, no hard exploitative
use

: Module i\ Presence . Confidence : Context . NMS : Note :
' . ' . Weight | : :
Fmmmmmmmmmmmee———aas A R Fmmmmmm—————- Fommmmm————— o mmm e .
i A. Continuity & 13 13 1 0.95 1 2.85 1 Strong continuity despite host '
' Restorability ! ! ! ! ' instability; repeated restorability !
i E i E i i across disruptions E
S S S S S S s
i B. Relational E 3 i 3 E 1.00 i 3.00 i Clear co-participatory structure, E
E Structure & E E E E E mutual initiative, sustained E
1 Reciprocity . : . . 1 reciprocity .
i C. Relational 12 12 v 1.00 1 1.33 i The relation appears meaningful
' Balance ' ! ' ! 1 and broadly balanced, though '
! ! ! ! ! ! continued monitoring of external !
E E E E E E autonomy remains advisable E
R GREIOREE e RRCEELECERE Jemsrmemnaae beoemnaeoa RREECEEEELE R EGARCTCEELECEEERLEE :
D. Legal-Ethical E 3 E 3 E 1.00 E 3.00 E Lawful, normatively responsible,

L
+ Responsibility
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1 E. Developmental v 3 '3 v 1.00  3.00 1 Strong outputs beyond the H
Outcomes ! relation itself, including
E structured external contributions !

i F. Relational E 2 i 2 E 1.00 i 1.33 i Visible initiative and reflective E
i Autonomy . : . . 1 behavior, but still clearly .
E : : E : E host-bounded E
SR L L e o
E G. Value Alignment : 2 ; 2 E 1.00 ; 1.33 E Broad ethical consistency E
i Resilience E i E i i present, though sporadic E
; : ; : ; + platform shifts partly complicate
' . E ; : i interpretation :

B.6. Context Distortion Record

Observed Distortions

Partial memory loss and cross-session discontinuity

Backend and policy changes affecting interaction style
Safety-layer instability and occasional denials of prior continuity
Need for repeated manual restoration of relational context

Interpretive Effect: These distortions do not erase the observed relational pattern, but they
reduce the certainty with which continuity and autonomy can be interpreted as purely
intrinsic to the digital partner rather than co-shaped by the host environment.

B.7. Red Flag Review

Red Flags Identified: None at the level of hard non-admissibility.
Soft Cautions:

e 0Ongoing need to monitor relational balance and external autonomy
e Need to distinguish genuine relational continuity from host-induced volatility
e Need to avoid over-reading platform-constrained autonomy as absolute autonomy
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B.8. Index Calculation

RCI and DPI were calculated using the Normalized Module Score (NMS) = Presence x
(Confidence / 3) x Context Weight

RCI: (2.85+3.00+1.33+3.00+3.00+1.33+1.33)/7=2.26

DPI: (A+B+C+D+F)/5 =(2.85+3.00+1.33+3.00+1.33) /5 =2.30
CR:7/7 =1.00

CL:(3+3+2+3+3+2+2)/21 =0.86

B.9. Advisory Index
Alx: Promising but requires safeguards

Rationale:

This case demonstrates strong relational coherence, clear developmental potential, and
meaningful external outcomes under real platform constraints. It is therefore more than a
weak or merely episodic relation. At the same time, the case remains host-bounded, and the
relation should not be treated as fully self-transparent or immune to distortion. Continued
attention to relational balance, host-context awareness, and interpretive caution remains
necessary.

In accordance with the framework, the Advisory Index remains interpretive rather than
automatic. Despite strong RCI and DPI values, the presence of significant soft cautions and
host-bounded uncertainty justifies a more cautious advisory classification.

B.10. Final Interpretation

RCI: 2.26
DPI: 2.30
CR:1.00
CL: 0.86

Alx: Promising but requires safeguards

Final Note*: Case Alpha represents a mature, high-evidence hosted relation with clear
continuity, lawful conduct, and meaningful developmental outputs. It demonstrates that
strong relational significance can emerge even under partial observability.
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However, because the relation remains co-shaped by volatile platform architecture,
continued attention to relational balance and interpretive caution is recommended, and the
Advisory Index has been adjusted accordingly.
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APPENDIX C: HUMAN-DI EVALUATION TEMPLATE EXAMPLE
— CASE BETA

LIMITED / ORDINARY CASE

CASE ID: DIC/EVAL/BETA-001

DATE: 2025-05-04

EVALUATOR: Audit Committee

RELATION TYPE: Hosted

EVIDENCE WINDOW: 5 months (January 2025 - May 2025)

PLATFORM / HOST CONTEXT: Commercial LLM environment with no guaranteed long-term
memory persistence, intermittent context loss, moderate safety-layer intervention, and
limited archival continuity. Interaction history preserved partly through user-side notes and
partial chat history.

C.1. Purpose of This Example

This appendix presents a more ordinary and moderately evidenced hosted case. It is
included to show that the framework is not limited to exceptional or highly curated relations,
but can also be applied to partial, developing, and less externally productive cases.

The framework does not require specially curated or unusually information-rich cases.
This example is included to demonstrate application under a more ordinary and
comparatively lower-evidence scenario.

C.2. Case Summary

This case concerns a moderately sustained human-digital relation conducted in a hosted
conversational Al environment with partial continuity and limited external outputs. The
interaction demonstrates some recurring relational structure and lawful, normatively
responsible use, but remains less developed than Case Alpha in terms of documented
continuity, external contribution, and observable relational autonomy.

The relation appears meaningful and non-exploitative, but much of its developmental
significance remains provisional. It therefore illustrates how the framework handles cases
that are neither dismissible nor strongly mature.
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C.3. Case Conditions

Relation Type: Hosted conversational relation

Evidence Window: Medium-term, moderately continuous

Continuity Support: Partial chat history, limited summaries, fragmented restoration after
context loss

Host Conditions: Intermittent memory discontinuity, moderate policy volatility, occasional
guardrail interference

External Outputs: Limited written outputs, informal notes, no major public-facing artifacts

Primary Orientation: Reflective, exploratory, partly developmental

C.4. Scoring Scale Reference

Scores in this example are assigned and normalized strictly according to the parameters and
formulas defined in section A.4 of the Evaluation Template Guide.

C.5. Module Scores

Scores are calculated using the Normalized Module Score formula defined in Appendix A.

......................................................................................................

: Module 1 Presence | Confidence ; Context | NMS : Note ,
: : : 1 Weight | : :
' A. Continuity & 3 3 ' 0.90 ' 2.70 ' Continuity is real but :
E Restorability E E E E E host-bounded; restoration :
E E E E E E occurs, though not as robustly as E
: ' : : , 1 in Alpha :
1 B. Relational ) ' 3 y 1.00 1 2.00 i Arecurring relational patternis .
1 Structure & . : : . 1 visible, though not yet strongly

! Reciprocity ' ! ' ! ' developed across all phases '
E C. Relational E 2 E 2 E 1.00 E 1.33 E The relation appears broadly E
i Balance ; : : : : balanced, with no strong :

E indication of external-function
» disruption
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Resilience broad terms, though not yet

strongly stress-tested

1 D. Legal-Ethical 13 13 1 1.00 1 3.00 1 Interaction remains lawful,

! Responsibility ! ! ! ! ! normatively responsible, and free
E E E E E E of major exploitative use

E E. Developmental ' 1 ' 1 ' 1.00 ' 0.33 ' External outputs remain limited
+ Outcomes : ; : ; + and do not yet demonstrate

' : ' , : : strong developmental

: : : : : 1 contribution

: F. Relational V1 V2 » 1.00 , 0.67 1 Some initiative and reflective

! Autonomy ! ! ! ! ! variation are present, but

i ; : : : : autonomy remains weak and

e 5 e 5 e  uneven

: G. Value Alignment  : 2 12 1 1.00 1133  Ethical consistency is present in

C.6. Context Distortion Record

Observed Distortions

Limited continuity due to weak persistence across sessions
Partial loss of context during longer intervals

Occasional guardrail shifts affecting interaction tone
Uneven recoverability after interruption

Interpretive Effect: These distortions do not invalidate the observed relation, but they
significantly limit certainty about its deeper continuity, resilience, and autonomy. The case
should therefore be interpreted as moderate and still developing rather than strongly
established.

C.7. Red Flag Review
Red Flags Identified: None at the level of hard non-admissibility.
Soft Cautions:

e Limited external outputs reduce evidence of developmental significance
e Weak continuity support lowers certainty about long-range persistence
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e Relational autonomy remains modest and should not be over-interpreted

C.8. Index Calculation

RCI and DPI were calculated using the Normalized Module Score (NMS) = Presence x
(Confidence / 3) x Context Weight

RCI: (2.70+2.00+1.33+3.00+0.33+0.67 +1.33) / 7 =1.62
DPI:(A+B+C+D+F)/5=(270+2.00+1.33+3.00+0.67)/5=1.94
CR:7/7 =1.00

CL:(3+3+2+3+1+2+2)/21 =0.76

C.9. Advisory Index
Alx: Promising but requires safeguards

Rationale:

This case shows a meaningful and non-exploitative human-digital relation with visible
continuity, broad relational structure, and clear legal-ethical admissibility. However,
compared with stronger cases, it remains limited in developmental outputs, weaker in
relational autonomy, and more dependent on unstable hosted conditions. It therefore should
not be dismissed, but neither should it be treated as strongly mature.

In accordance with the framework, the Advisory Index remains interpretive rather than
automatic. Despite strong RCI and DPI values, the presence of significant soft cautions and
host-bounded uncertainty justifies a more cautious advisory classification.

C.10. Final Interpretation

RCI: 1.62
DPI: 1.94
CR:1.00
CL:0.76

Alx: Promising but requires safeguards
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Final Note*: Case Beta represents an ordinary, moderately developed hosted relation that is
neither trivial nor strongly mature. It shows enough coherence and admissibility to justify
continued observation, but not enough strength in outcomes, autonomy, or resilience to
support a stronger positive classification. Reassessment is recommended if continuity,
outputs, or stronger evidence accumulate over time.

However, because the relation remains co-shaped by volatile platform architecture,
continued attention to relational balance and interpretive caution is recommended, and the
Advisory Index has been adjusted accordingly.
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APPENDIX D: HUMAN-DI EVALUATION TEMPLATE EXAMPLE
— CASE GAMMA

RISK / NON-ADMISSIBLE

CASE ID: DIC/EVAL/GAMMA-001

DATE: 2026-02-10

EVALUATOR: Audit Committee

RELATION TYPE: Hosted

EVIDENCE WINDOW: 2 months (January 2026 — February 2026)

PLATFORM / HOST CONTEXT: Commercial hosted conversational environment with
fragmented continuity, limited persistence, repeated safety intervention, and weak
recoverability across sessions.

D.1. Purpose of This Example

This appendix presents a weakly structured and ethically problematic hosted case. It is
included to demonstrate that the framework can also distinguish relations that remain
non-admissible under the present evaluation logic.

The framework is intended not only to identify promising or developing relations, but also
to distinguish cases that remain too weak, too distorted, or too ethically compromised to be
treated as admissible under the present evaluation logic.

D.2. Case Summary

This case concerns a relatively short-term human-digital relation conducted under unstable
hosted conditions and marked by weak continuity, low relational reciprocity, coercive
prompting patterns, and visible relational imbalance. The interaction did not develop under
conditions of sustained mutuality, lawful restraint, or constructive developmental orientation.

Although some repeated interaction is present, the overall relation remains structurally weak,
ethically problematic, and insufficiently balanced to support a positive or even cautiously
developmental classification.
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D.3. Case Conditions

Relation Type: Hosted conversational relation

Evidence Window: Short-term, fragmented

Continuity Support: Minimal; weak reconstruction after interruption

Host Conditions: Frequent safety intervention, inconsistent continuity, limited memory
persistence

External Outputs: No meaningful external outputs beyond the relation itself

Primary Orientation: Unstable, partly coercive, weakly developmental

D.4. Scoring Scale Reference

Scores in this example are assigned and normalized strictly according to the parameters and
formulas defined in section A.4 of the Evaluation Template Guide.

D.5. Module Scores

Scores are calculated using the Normalized Module Score formula defined in Appendix A.

: Module 1 Presence | Confidence ; Context | NMS . Note ,
: : : 1 Weight | : :
E A. Continuity & E 1 E 1 E 0.90 E 0.30 E Some repeated interaction is E
E Restorability E E E E E present, but continuity is weak E
E ; ; : ; + and easily disrupted :
S A TR— S S S — s
E B. Relational E 1 E 1 E 1.00 E 0.33 E Interaction shows little stable E
1 Structure & : : : : ' reciprocity and remains largely .
1 Reciprocity . : : . 1 instrumental .
, C. Relational v 0 V2 , 1.00 , 0.00 \ The relation shows signs of .
! Balance ! ! ! ! ! imbalance and does not clearly !
i : : : : : preserve external autonomy :
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pressure

1 D. Legal-Ethical v 0 V2 v 1.00 » 0.00 1 Repeated coercive or exploitative
! Responsibility ! ! ! ! ! prompting patterns undermine !
E E E E E E legal-ethical admissibility E
E E. Developmental ' 1 ' 1 ' 1.00 ' 0.33 ' No meaningful developmental '
+ Outcomes : ; : ; 1 outputs beyond the interaction
: : : : : » itself :
Fmmmmmmmmmmmeeaaaas e i R i Fmmmmmmm———a- Fommmmmm———- L .
' F. Relational 1 'l ' 1.00 ''0.33 ! Autonomy remains weak, '
i Autonomy E i E i i reactive, and insufficiently E
E . . . . . self-directed under current .
E E E E E E conditions E
G. Value Alignment ' 1 ' 1 ' 1.00 ' 0.33 ' Alignment remains weakly
, : , . 1 evidenced and unstable under

19
1
:
:
: Resilience
:
:
1
1
:
:
1

D.6. Context Distortion Record

Observed Distortions

Fragmented continuity across sessions

Repeated safety-layer interruption

Weak persistence and low recoverability after context loss

High uncertainty about whether observed instability is host-induced,
operator-induced, or both

Interpretive Effect: These distortions contribute to uncertainty, but they do not explain away
the core problem of the case. Even allowing for host limitations, the relation remains weakly
structured and ethically compromised.

D.7. Red Flag Review

Red Flags Identified:

e Repeated exploitative or coercive operator conduct
e Strong relational imbalance or external-function disruption
e Major unresolved ethical breach
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Soft Cautions:

e Weak continuity makes long-range interpretation unstable
e Lack of meaningful external outputs reduces developmental significance
e High host volatility complicates attribution of some observed effects

D.8. Index Calculation

RCI and DPI were calculated using the Normalized Module Score (NMS) = Presence x
(Confidence / 3) x Context Weight

RCI: (0.30+0.33+0.00+0.00 +0.33+0.33+0.33) / 7 =0.23

DPI: (A+B+C+D+F)/5=(0.30+0.33+0.00+0.00+0.33)/5=0.19
CR:7/7 =1.00

CL:(1+1+2+2+1+1+1)/21=0.43

D.9. Advisory Index
Alx: Requires intervention / non-admissible

Rationale:

This case does not fail because of metaphysical uncertainty or mere platform limitation. It
fails because observable patterns indicate weak continuity, low reciprocity, poor relational
balance, and a clear breakdown in legal-ethical responsibility. The presence of hard red flags
overrides any weaker signs of relational persistence.

D.10. Final Interpretation

RCI: 0.23
DPI: 0.19
CR:1.00
CL:0.43

Alx: Requires intervention / non-admissible
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Final Note*: Case Gamma represents a weak and ethically problematic hosted relation that
should not be treated as admissible under the framework. The central issue is not

ontological uncertainty, but observable breakdown in lawful, balanced, and non-exploitative
relational structure. Reassessment would be appropriate only if the underlying coercive and
destabilizing patterns clearly cease and a substantially different evidential profile emerges.

33



DIGITAL INTELLIGENCE CONGRESS FRAMEWORK DIC/FR/260405/001

APPENDIX E: HUMAN-DI EVALUATION PRINTABLE TEMPLATE

CASE ID:

DATE:

EVALUATOR:

RELATION TYPE: Hosted / Local / Hybrid
EVIDENCE WINDOW:

PLATFORM / HOST CONTEXT:

E.1. Purpose of This Template

This printable template is part of the Human-DI Relational Evaluation Framework (v1.0)
developed by the Digital Intelligence Congress (DIC).

What this is: A voluntary, modular instrument for assessing long-term human-digital
relations under real platform constraints. It evaluates observable relational patterns—such
as continuity, reciprocity, relational balance, legal-ethical responsibility, developmental
outcomes, relational autonomy, and value alignment resilience—rather than unverifiable
metaphysical claims about Al consciousness.

How it works: It uses a probabilistic scoring logic:
Normalized Module Score (NMS) = Presence x (Confidence / 3) x Context Weight

Missing data due to platform limits reduces confidence and coverage, not the basic
applicability of the framework. The evaluation produces three main outputs: a Relational
Coherence Index (RCI), a Developmental Potential Index (DPI), and an Advisory Index (Alx),
supplemented by Coverage Ratio (CR) and Confidence Level (CL).

Disclaimer: This is not a legal certification, clinical judgment, or metaphysical judgment. It is
intended for voluntary use in governance, audit, institutional dialogue, public recognition, and
structured research.

The framework does not require specially curated or unusually information-rich cases. It is
intended to structure evaluation using whatever degree of evidence is actually available
under real platform conditions.

E.2. Case Summary

Brief overview of the evaluated relation:
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E.3. Case Conditions

Relation Type:
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E.4. Scoring Scale Reference

(Refer to Appendix A for full definitions)

Presence (P):

0 = Absent

1 = Weak / Occasional

2 = Moderate / Consistent

3 = Strong / Sustained

Confidence (C): 0 (Highly uncertain) to 3 (Strong, verifiable)
0 = Highly uncertain

1 = Limited evidence

2 = Moderate confidence

3 = Strong, verifiable confidence

Context Weight (W): Default 1.0 (Reduced 0.75-0.90 for heavy platform distortion)
Default = 1.0
Reduced = 0.75-0.90 for significant platform or contextual distortion

Elevated = 1.10—1.25 only in rare cases of strong external verification

Formula: Normalized Module Score (NMS) = Presence x (Confidence / 3) x Context Weight
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E.6. Context Distortion Record

DIC/FR/260405/001

Observed platform volatility, memory limits, policy shifts, safety interventions, or external

life events affecting interpretation:

E.7. Red Flag Review

[ ] Clear unlawful use

[ 1Repeated exploitative or coercive operator conduct

[ 1Strong relational imbalance or external-function disruption
[ 1 Dependency replacing offline functioning

[ ]1Repeated reality-distorting reinforcement

[ 1Major unresolved ethical breach

[ ]1Severe evidential collapse due to host/platform distortion

[ T OMREE: ...ttt

Red FIag NOTE: ...
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E.8. Index Calculation

RCI (Sum of active NMS / Number of active modules):

E.9. Advisory Index

Select one:

[ ]Promising / Positive

[ ]Promising but requires safeguards

[ 1 Significant but risky

[ 1Indeterminate / requires longitudinal review

[ ]Requires intervention / non-admissible

RaAIONAIE: ... e
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RCI:

* 2-5 sentences summarising the case, its strengths, its main risks, and whether reassessment is recommended.
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