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The finding: the emitter-responsibility struc‐

ture of P31 grips cleanly on the Huyghe/Cav‐

ell/Fried material — the artist who designs

ambiguity keeps the accountability the visitor

cannot  inherit.  The  boundary  is  the  line

between artmaking ethics and legal-personhood

politics: the article's real destination (Cit‐

izens United, robot and animal rights) is ter‐

ritory the framework has no instrument for at

all.

WHAT THE SOURCE SAYS [1]

The author recounts mistaking a live, silent,

gold-masked performer in Pierre Huyghe's Lim‐

inal for a statue, and being corrected by a

guard.  She  surveys  artists  (Huyghe,

Katchadourian, the robot Ai-Da, Marge Monko)

who stage human-like behavior in nonhuman or

object form, and reads this through Stanley

Cavell (we treat art objects the way we treat

persons) and Michael Fried (Minimalism's an‐

thropomorphism  is  a  dangerous,  manipulative

confrontation with the beholder). Drawing on

her own book on legal personhood, she argues

that  extending  rights  to  corporations,

fetuses, animals, or AI creates more subjects

of moral concern without corresponding duties,

since  these  entities  cannot  reciprocate  re‐

sponsibility; she concludes that the obliga‐

tion  to  make  society  livable  remains

exclusively human.

WHERE THE LENS GRIPS

P31 grips on the Huyghe episode with real spe‐

cificity: staging a live performer as a still

statue,  inviting  strangers  to  photograph  a

stranger's face at close range, is exactly the

'game master who designs a dangerous game' —

Huyghe conceives and emits the conditions of

intrusion;  the  visitor  is  free  to  react

(laugh, lean in, apologize) but did not author

the  possibility  of  violation.  The  article's

closing line — responsibility 'remains ours'

[human], not the machine's or object's — lands

on the same distribution P31 states: concep‐

tion/emission  carries  responsibility,  recep‐

tion carries freedom without carrying author‐

ship of the conditions. P12 also grips: the

daughter's  naive  'is  that  a  real  person?'

against  the  mother's  trained  dismissal  fits

'maximum calibration on a known signal pro‐

duces minimum diffraction' — the mother's art-

going  training  forecloses  the  ambiguity  the

child's uncalibrated eye still registers.

WHERE IT BREAKS

The  article's  actual  thesis  is  legal  and

political,  not  aesthetic:  extending  rights-

bearing personhood to corporations (Citizens

United), fetuses, animals, lakes, and AI. P31

speaks only to who bears responsibility for

the  conditions  of  an  emitted  artwork  —  it

holds cleanly if read that narrowly (art-emis‐

sion ethics), but if stretched to underwrite

the article's jurisprudential argument about

corporate or robot rights, it would be over-

extended; the framework has no vocabulary for

legal personhood as a category and stays si‐

lent on that ground, which is where the source

actually spends most of its argument.

PROPOSITIONAL GRID [2]

Read this grid. “Not evaluated” does not mean

the  source  has  nothing  to  say  about  that

proposition.  It  means  the  reading  did  not

instruct  it.  That  is  not  a  result,  and  it

counts in no denominator. A silence, by con‐

trast, is a finding: the reading touched the

proposition without concluding, or noted its

absence itself.

Evaluated

proposi‐
tion

audit
status

relational verdict

P12 Aperture Calibration not
audited

evidence-for

P31 Ethical Center not
audited

evidence-for

Remarkable silences

1 called for by what the reading found, and

absent from the source.

P11 — Sensory Diffraction

the reading builds its P12 grip entirely on

sensory calibration — the daughter's uncalib‐

rated eye versus the mother's trained eye —

but P11 insists that access runs through the

rule/codex,  not  the  organ,  and  the  reading

never asks whether that trained dismissal is

itself  codex-governed  or  merely  perceptual

habit, leaving the organ/rule distinction un‐

touched at the exact point it was invoked.
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Author

Asset code

Identifier

Version

Published

Not evaluated (34) — P1, P2, P3, P3a, P4, P5,

P6, P7, P8, P9, P10, P13, P14, P14a, P14b,

P15,  P16,  P16a,  P17,  P18,  P18a,  P19,  P19a,

P20, P21, P22, P23, P24, P25, P26, P27, P28,

P29, P30

Overall verdict: Bounded — taxonomy of the Au‐

gust 2026 pass, predating the move to rela‐

tional  verdicts.  Kept  as  metadata:  the  gap

between the two forms is data, not residue.

This reading’s judgement is in the grid above.

Reading of 2026-04-23 · model claude-sonnet-5
· source 9,692 chars · 2 attempt(s)

FIRST PASS — KEPT AS WRITTEN

Reading produced by the T50 RSS pass, before

the boundary lens. It is reproduced UNCORREC‐

TED. Keeping it is the point: without it, a

changed title is just a changed title — with

it,  what  the  second  pass  refused  becomes

legible.

This essay on artwork personhood touches the

PHYSICAL  vs.  INTENTIONAL  INVARIANT  distinc‐

tion. An artwork's material form (dimensions,

pigment, substrate) is unconditionally stable—

no ouverture can alter it. But the question

'does it have personhood?' is asking whether

the intentional invariant (the codex embedded

in its making, the logic of its creation) can

be activated through relational encounter. The

risk the essay identifies—that anthropomorph‐

izing art objects can be ethically dangerous—

is actually a warning about RICOCHET COLLAPSE:

when the receiver's projection of personhood

becomes so strong that it overwrites the art‐

work's actual intentional invariant, the bi‐

lateral revelation fails. The artwork becomes

a mirror, not a diffractive object. The idea‐

morphic insight here is that genuine encounter

requires the receiver to work through the gap

between their ouverture and the work's codex,

not to collapse the gap through false intim‐

acy.  Personhood  is  not  something  artworks

have; it is something the receiver must resist

projecting in order for true diffraction to

occur.

T50 RSS assessment · 2026-04-23 · remplacée par boundary-

lens-2026-08
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EPISTEMIC PROFILE

Claim type boundary reading

Voice third person analysis

Epistemic

status

bounded grip

Methodology Boundary-finding lens applied to one source,

model claude-sonnet-5, 2 attempt(s),

traceability check passed.
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