
Widening the Industrial Policy Conversation

Attribution, Delegation, and Value in the Intelligence Age

Executive Summary

This paper is a public-facing companion to OpenAI’s Industrial Policy for the Intelligence Age. OpenAI’s paper
focuses on major public questions such as concentration of power, labor disruption, public accountability,
infrastructure, and democratic resilience. This paper agrees those questions are necessary, but argues that
the conversation should widen.

The central claim is simple: the intelligence age is not only about what AI systems can do or how society
should redistribute the gains afterward. It is also about how knowledge is turned into action in the first
place,  how responsibility  remains  visible  during  that  process,  how much  authority  is  being  delegated,
whether benefits can circulate earlier rather than only after extraction, and whether safeguards can actually
hold when pressure rises.

In this paper, several terms are used in a specific way:

Transformation does not mean personal change or general technological progress. It means the
conversion of knowledge, judgment, or contribution into operational action.
Attribution does not mean only citation, authorship credit, or content labeling. It means a durable
link among contribution, responsibility, and downstream action or benefit.
Delegation does not mean ordinary software assistance. It means handing over some practical
authority to a system to act, recommend, allocate, decide, or coordinate.
Value circulation does not mean charity or later redistribution alone. It means how benefit moves
through a system as productive activity happens.
Non-bypassable governance does not mean perfect control. It means safeguards that are difficult
to override quietly when the stakes are high.

The conceptual dependency of the paper is also straightforward:

AI systems increasingly turn human knowledge into consequential action.
Once knowledge is converted into action, questions of legitimacy, responsibility, and benefit arise.
If attribution disappears during that conversion, responsibility weakens and value tends to
concentrate.
If delegated authority expands without clear limits, machine-mediated power becomes harder to
contest.
If safeguards are easy to bypass, governance remains rhetorical rather than durable.
Therefore, a serious industrial policy conversation must include not only redistribution and
resilience, but also transformation, attribution, delegation, circulation, and bypass.
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Why this matters for public advocates

For public advocates, the paper’s practical concern is this: communities can lose power twice. First, they can
lose power when their knowledge, labor, or lived conditions are converted into systems they do not control.
Second, they can lose power again when the value created by those systems flows elsewhere and only later
returns, if it returns at all, through weak redistributive channels. This paper is trying to name that earlier
point of loss so it can become a public issue rather than a hidden technical assumption.

A plain-language example

Imagine a school district adopts an AI system to help decide which students get flagged for intervention,
tutoring, or discipline.

A narrow policy discussion asks:  -  Is  the system accurate? -  Does it  save money? -  Can families appeal
mistakes? - Should the district share the gains broadly?

Those are real questions. This paper asks earlier ones too: -  What kinds of teacher knowledge, student
context,  and  community  judgment  were  translated  into  the  system?  -  Did  that  translation  preserve
important  meaning,  or  flatten  it?  -  Who  is  responsible  when  the  system’s  recommendation  shapes  a
student’s life? - How much authority was delegated to the system, formally or informally? - If harm occurs,
can the district clearly show how the decision path worked? - If the system generates value from public
knowledge and public institutions, where does that value go? - Can safeguards be overridden quietly by
administrators, vendors, or infrastructure owners?

The point is not that redistribution or appeal rights stop mattering. The point is that by the time those tools
appear,  some  important  decisions  about  knowledge,  power,  and  value  may  already  have  been  made
upstream.

Visual Guide 1 — Where the Paper Enters the Problem

Standard Policy Questions

What jobs will AI change?
How should gains be redistributed?
What safety rules are needed?
How should governments regulate powerful systems?

Earlier Governance Questions

How is knowledge being turned into action?
What context is lost during that translation?
Who remains responsible once a system acts?
How much authority has been delegated?
Where does the value go as the system operates?
Can the safeguards actually hold under pressure?
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Concept Flow

Human knowledge, judgment, and contribution

                    ↓
        AI-mediated transformation into action

                    ↓
   Responsibility can remain visible — or disappear

                    ↓
   Value can circulate broadly — or concentrate early

                    ↓
 Safeguards can hold — or be quietly bypassed

Core Public Claim

If key losses happen here:

knowledge → action

then later tools such as appeals, audits, or redistribution

may still matter — but they may arrive after power and value

have already been reorganized.

Visual Guide 2 — The Paper’s Five-Step Logic

Step 1 — AI systems increasingly mediate action

AI  is  no  longer  only  a  tool  for  generating  content.  It  increasingly  helps  organize  recommendations,
decisions, coordination, allocation, and enforcement.

Step 2 — This creates a transformation problem

When  knowledge  enters  a  system,  important  things  can  be  preserved  or  lost:  context,  judgment,
responsibility, and benefit.

Step 3 — Attribution and delegation become public issues

If people cannot tell who contributed, who authorized, who acted, or who can be challenged, legitimacy
weakens.

Step 4 — Distribution may already be shaped upstream

If value is captured early by infrastructural chokepoints, later redistribution may be correcting a deeper
structural problem rather than solving it.
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Step 5 — Governance must be hard enough to matter

A safeguard that can be quietly overridden is weaker than it appears.

Simple Dependency Ladder

AI mediates action

        ↓
Knowledge is transformed inside systems

        ↓
Responsibility and contribution may blur

        ↓
Authority may expand without clear limits

        ↓
Value may concentrate before redistribution

        ↓
Safeguards may fail if they are easy to bypass

        ↓
Therefore the policy conversation must widen

Quick Reference — Key Terms in Plain Language

Term Plain-language meaning What it does not mean here

Transformation
Turning knowledge or judgment into
operational action

Self-help change, branding
change, or vague “innovation”

Attribution
Keeping a durable link among
contribution, responsibility, and effect

Only citation, branding credit, or
content labels

Delegation
Handing over some real authority to a
system

Ordinary software assistance with
no meaningful authority

Value circulation
How benefits move while the system is
operating

Charity alone or only later
redistribution

Non-bypassable
governance

Safeguards that are hard to override
quietly

Perfect control or absolute
prevention

Legitimacy
Whether an action is publicly and
institutionally acceptable as valid

Mere efficiency or technical
performance

Abstract

OpenAI’s Industrial Policy for the Intelligence Age performs an important public service by framing advanced
AI  as  a  problem  of  political  economy  rather  than  mere  technological  adoption.  Its  emphasis  on
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concentration,  labor  disruption,  resilience,  and  democratic  process  is  timely  and  necessary.  This  essay
argues that the conversation it opens should be widened further.

The argument begins from a distinct premise: advanced AI governance is not only about capabilities, risks,
and redistribution after the fact. It is also about the governance of transformation itself—how knowledge is
translated into consequential  action,  how attribution survives that  translation,  how delegated authority
remains bounded, whether value can circulate earlier in the productive chain, and whether safeguards are
meaningfully difficult to bypass.

These concepts are used here in a specific public-policy sense.  Transformation means the conversion of
knowledge  into  operational  action.  Attribution means  a  durable  relationship  among  contribution,
responsibility,  and  downstream  effect.  Delegation means  granting  practical  decision  or  coordination
authority to a system.  Value circulation means how benefit moves through a system during production,
not only after redistribution.  Non-bypassable governance means safeguards that materially shape what
kinds of action remain admissible under pressure.

The  paper’s  conceptual  sequence  is  therefore  as  follows:  when AI  systems mediate  the  passage  from
knowledge to action, legitimacy, responsibility, and benefit can be preserved or lost during that passage. If
they are lost there, later redistribution and oversight may arrive too late. The essay is thus not a rebuttal to
institutional industrial policy, but a companion framework for thinking about attributed execution, integrity-
preserving  transformation,  bounded  delegation,  embedded  value  circulation,  and  non-bypassable
governance  as  public  design  problems.  Together,  these  concepts  suggest  a  broader  agenda  for  AI
governance than current policy discourse has yet made fully visible.

I. Receiving the Conversation

OpenAI’s recent paper, Industrial Policy for the Intelligence Age, marks an important intervention in the public
discussion of advanced AI.  It  treats the transition now underway not simply as a technical  story about
increasingly  capable systems,  but  as  a  civic  and economic transformation whose consequences will  be
distributed  through  labor  markets,  public  institutions,  infrastructure,  and  democratic  life.  That  is  a
meaningful shift.  It  acknowledges that the intelligence age will  not be governed adequately by product
design, technical benchmarking, or market optimism alone.

The paper is especially valuable in the seriousness with which it names concentration, displacement, public
accountability,  and institutional  resilience.  It  invites  a  policy  discourse  in  which  questions  of  economic
structure, safety, and legitimacy can be held together rather than artificially separated. It is also explicit that
it is opening a conversation rather than closing one. That openness matters. It creates room for adjacent
governance questions to be articulated more clearly.

This essay enters that opening in the same spirit. Its aim is not to refute the need for redistribution, labor-
transition support, public-interest institutions, or democratic legitimacy. Those concerns are real. Rather, the
aim is to widen the field of vision. The present discourse on AI industrial policy is strongest when it includes
not  only  access,  resilience,  and  frontier  safeguards,  but  also  the  conditions  under  which  knowledge
becomes  action,  how  responsibility  and  contribution  remain  legible  through  that  transformation,  and
whether  benefit  can  be  structured  earlier  in  the  productive  chain  rather  than  only  redistributed  after
concentration has already occurred.
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In that sense, the issue is not only what advanced AI systems can do, nor only how society should respond
to their consequences, but also how sociotechnical systems should be organized so that some forms of
extraction, unattributed action, and unbounded delegation are less admissible in the first place.

II. Starting Premises

This  paper  begins  from  a  different  set  of  premises  than  those  that  usually  organize  industrial  policy
discussion.

1. The relevant unit of concern is not only the model

The governance object is not merely the AI model as a capability-bearing artifact. It is also the broader
process by which knowledge is translated into consequential action. What matters is not only that a system
can perform a task, but under whose authority it acts, from what body of contribution it draws, and how the
resulting effects are recognized, attributed, and distributed.

2. Transformation is itself a governance site

The passage from knowledge to action is not neutral. In that passage, intent may be preserved or distorted,
contribution  may  remain  legible  or  become  invisible,  and  value  may  circulate  or  become  extractively
concentrated. A mature industrial policy for the intelligence age therefore cannot treat transformation as a
purely  technical  middle  layer  between innovation  and outcome.  It  is  a  site  of  institutional  design  and
normative consequence.

3. Attribution is not merely retrospective

Attribution is often treated as an after-the-fact matter of auditing, documentation, or public trust. But in
sufficiently consequential systems, attribution bears a stronger burden. It becomes part of the legitimacy
conditions under which downstream action and value recognition ought to occur. The question is not only
whether a system can later explain how an output was produced. It is whether contribution, derivation, and
accountability remain durable enough during operation to shape what counts as valid action in the first
place.

4. Redistribution alone is insufficient

Post hoc redistribution may be necessary in any AI-transition policy worthy of the name. Yet redistribution
alone cannot repair a productive order that repeatedly severs contribution from benefit at the point of value
formation. If extraction is architecturally upstream, then redistribution is structurally downstream. A more
complete politics of the intelligence age must ask whether some forms of value circulation can be designed
earlier in the chain.

5. Delegated authority must remain bounded

As AI  systems become increasingly  agentic,  infrastructural,  and embedded in  everyday operations,  the
scope  of  delegated  authority  becomes  a  first-order  governance  problem.  Not  all  authority  should  be
ambient,  silent,  or  unreviewable.  A  serious  governance  model  requires  forms  of  delegation  that  are
declared, limited, contestable, and proportionate to the stakes of the action involved.
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6. Governance must be meaningfully non-bypassable

Safeguards that can be trivially overridden at the infrastructural, organizational, or administrative center
are weak as governance, however strong they may appear in policy prose. A robust governance model must
therefore concern itself not only with rules and aspirations, but with whether its constraints are materially
capable of shaping the admissible action space.

7. Political and technical layers are both real

Institutional policy and execution-layer design are not the same thing, and neither can simply substitute for
the other. Durable public governance likely requires both: institutions capable of legitimacy, redistribution,
and  collective  decision,  and  system  designs  that  make  certain  extractive  or  unattributed  states  more
difficult to normalize.

These  premises  do  not  negate  institutional  industrial  policy.  They  identify  another  layer  of  the  same
problem.

III. From AI Governance to Transformation Governance

Much contemporary AI  policy  discussion is  organized around a familiar  sequence:  increasingly  capable
systems create gains, disruptions, and risks; governments, firms, and civil society must then respond with
safety  rules,  labor  protections,  infrastructure  planning,  democratic  oversight,  and  redistributive
mechanisms. This is a necessary sequence, but it is not the only one.

A second sequence begins earlier. It asks how knowledge becomes operationalized, how contextual and
normative content survives translation into automated or semi-automated systems, how decision authority
is delegated, and how downstream recognition of value is related to upstream contribution. This earlier
sequence  does  not  replace  concerns  about  labor,  resilience,  or  concentration.  It  makes  visible  the
generative conditions under which those later concerns arise.

To  put  the  matter  plainly:  a  society  may  build  strong  redistribution  systems  and  still  tolerate  highly
extractive  productive  arrangements.  It  may  establish  auditing  regimes  and  still  normalize  forms  of
consequential action whose attribution is too thin to bear meaningful accountability. It may invite public
participation  while  permitting  governance  architectures  that  remain  too  easy  to  bypass  when  stakes
escalate. These are not secondary design issues. They are constitutive political questions.

What follows, then, is not a technical blueprint but a public typology: a set of ideal governance forms that
can help widen the current industrial policy discourse.

IV. Six Ideal Governance Types for the Intelligence Age

1. Integrity-Preserving Transformation

An integrity-preserving model  asks whether the movement from knowledge to action retains sufficient
fidelity to origin, context, and intended meaning. This is not a romantic demand for perfect preservation. All
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translation into institutional  or technical  form involves abstraction,  compression,  and loss.  The relevant
public question is which forms of loss are tolerable and which are politically or economically corrosive.

When knowledge is operationalized through AI systems, something more than content is at stake. Human
expertise, local context, ethical boundaries, and situated intent may be stripped away in favor of apparent
efficiency.  A  mature  governance framework should  therefore  ask  not  only  whether  a  system performs
effectively,  but  whether it  does so by preserving or  erasing the normative texture of  the knowledge it
operationalizes.

This concern matters in domains as varied as public administration, science, medicine, education, labor
systems,  and  creative  production.  In  each,  the  challenge  is  not  only  capability.  It  is  whether  the
transformation into machine-mediated action remains faithful enough to the goods it claims to serve.

2. Attributed Execution

An attributed-execution model holds that consequential action should remain linked to durable forms of
accountable contribution,  authorship,  derivation,  or  delegated responsibility.  The purpose is  not  simply
forensic traceability. It is to preserve the civic and economic legibility of action in environments where many
causal layers might otherwise disappear into system opacity.

Attribution in this stronger sense serves at least three functions. First, it anchors accountability: if significant
decisions,  outputs,  or  interventions  are  mediated  through  complex  systems,  there  must  remain  some
durable relationship between those acts and identifiable loci of responsibility. Second, it anchors legitimacy:
some actions ought not to count as fully valid unless the chain of delegation and derivation remains legible
enough to  support  contestation.  Third,  it  anchors  economic  justice:  if  upstream contribution  becomes
untraceable as systems scale, downstream value will predictably pool at infrastructural chokepoints rather
than circulate toward contributors.

This expands the usual rhetoric of provenance. Provenance often appears in public discussion as a tool of
trust.  Attribution matters  not  only  for  trust,  but  also for  the constitution of  agency,  responsibility,  and
benefit.

3. Bounded Delegation

A bounded-delegation model treats AI authority as something that must be scoped rather than assumed.
Delegation, on this view, is not an ambient background condition but a politically significant act. It should
therefore be declared, proportionate, reviewable, and contestable.

This matters because the present trajectory of AI discourse often slides from assistance to authority without
sufficiently  marking  the  transition.  Systems  that  begin  as  tools  become  coordinators,  recommenders
become allocators,  and support  systems become de facto decision-makers.  The cumulative effect is  an
expansion of machine-mediated authority without a comparably mature public vocabulary for its limits.

A bounded-delegation perspective asks a different set of questions: What authority is being handed over?
Under what conditions? With what avenues for review or reversal? Which categories of action should remain
too consequential for ambient delegation? Which forms of authority should require renewed assent, explicit
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scope, or human presence? Once these questions are foregrounded, governance begins to look less like
model oversight alone and more like the public design of admissible agency.

4. Embedded Value Circulation

An embedded-circulation model asks whether benefit-sharing can be structured earlier in the productive
chain  rather  than  relying  exclusively  on  post  hoc  redistribution.  The  point  here  is  not  to  dismiss
redistribution. Public wealth funds, adaptive safety nets, tax reform, and transfer mechanisms may all be
necessary.  The  question  is  whether  those  instruments  are  sufficient  if  the  generative  structure  of  AI-
mediated production routinely separates contribution from value capture.

In many contemporary systems, value is recognized only after it has already been concentrated. The fact
that  downstream  redistribution  may  later  occur  does  not  alter  the  productive  architecture  that  made
extraction the default  in the first place. A broader policy discourse should therefore ask whether some
forms of contribution-sensitive allocation can be designed into the productive process itself.

This does not require a single doctrinal answer. Different sectors will  likely require different distributive
grammars. But the underlying question remains important: should the intelligence age be governed only by
redistributing gains after concentration, or also by designing earlier pathways through which value can
circulate before concentration hardens into structure?

5. Non-Bypassable Governance

A non-bypassable-governance model takes seriously the difference between oversight that looks real and
oversight that materially shapes what kinds of action are admissible. The core issue is not simply whether
rules exist, but whether they remain effective under pressure, especially where commercial, institutional, or
geopolitical incentives encourage exceptions.

A safeguard that can be disabled by the very actors whose behavior it is meant to discipline is weak in
substance, even if  impressive in form. This is why public conversation about AI governance must move
beyond the language of principles and commitments toward the language of admissibility conditions. What
constraints continue to bind when incentives intensify? Where can overrides occur? Who may authorize
them? What forms of exception become normalized in practice?

These questions apply not only to technical systems but also to institutional arrangements. If governance
depends  entirely  on  discretionary  restraint  at  the  center,  its  durability  is  fragile.  A  more  robust  public
framework requires designs—technical, legal, organizational, or hybrid—that make some forms of bypass
harder, more visible, and less legitimate.

6. Presence-Bound Escalation

A presence-bound model begins from the intuition that not all consequential authority should become fully
abstract,  ambient,  or  continuously  automatable.  Some  forms  of  escalation—especially  those  involving
irreversible,  high-risk,  or  rights-bearing  consequences—may  require  a  stronger  tether  to  accountable
human presence.
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This is not a nostalgic defense of manual governance. It is a recognition that the intelligence age will test
the relationship between automation and legitimacy. As systems absorb more of the world’s coordination
burden, there is a risk that the embodied and situated character of authority will evaporate into procedural
invisibility. A mature governance discourse should therefore ask whether some thresholds of consequence
ought to trigger renewed forms of presence, assent, or embodied review.

The deeper principle is that efficiency does not settle legitimacy. In some domains, the public value of a
decision lies partly in the fact that someone can be said to have truly stood behind it.

V. Why Attribution Matters Beyond Transparency

The  current  public  vocabulary  around  attribution  is  too  often  limited  to  transparency.  This  is
understandable.  Transparency  is  politically  intuitive  and  institutionally  useful.  It  helps  people  evaluate
claims, trace content, and investigate harms. But attribution bears more weight than transparency alone
can carry.

Attribution  is  also  about  authorship,  accountability,  and  economic  relation.  It  concerns  whether
contributors  remain  visible  enough  in  the  productive  chain  for  their  participation  to  matter,  whether
delegated  actors  remain  identifiable  enough  for  responsibility  to  be  contestable,  and  whether  benefit
recognition can be linked in any meaningful way to upstream contribution.

Without such links, an AI economy tends toward a characteristic pattern: many contribute, few capture;
many enable, few are recognized; many make the system possible, few govern the terms of its operation.
Attribution, in this stronger sense, is one of the conditions under which a society can resist that drift.

This is why the discourse should move beyond asking only whether AI-generated outputs can be labeled or
authenticated.  The  deeper  question  is  whether  our  institutions  and  infrastructures  preserve  durable
relationships among contribution, action, and benefit.

VI. Redistribution Is Necessary, but Earlier Circulation Matters Too

One of the strengths of OpenAI’s paper is that it treats broad-based economic sharing as a serious policy
objective.  It  raises  questions  of  public  wealth,  tax-base  adaptation,  worker  voice,  and  safety-net
responsiveness with appropriate urgency. A public conversation that ignored those questions would be
unserious.

Yet  redistribution  is  not  the  same as  circulation.  Redistribution  presumes that  value  has  already  been
generated and allocated in some primary fashion, and that public policy must later correct its distribution.
Circulation asks an earlier question: how is value recognized and routed as productive activity occurs?

The distinction matters because it shapes the moral and political structure of the economy itself. A society
that redistributes after concentration may still normalize productive arrangements that are extractive by
design. A society that experiments with earlier forms of circulation need not abandon redistribution, but it
begins from a different intuition: justice in the intelligence age may depend not only on compensating for
extraction, but also on reducing the extent to which extraction is built into value formation.
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This  opens  a  wider  design  space.  It  invites  inquiry  into  contribution-sensitive  allocation,  durable
relationships between upstream participation and downstream benefit, and the possibility of treating some
forms of value routing as part of governance architecture rather than only as an after-the-fact tax question.

VII. The Problem of Bypass

There is a recurring weakness in governance debates across sectors: the tendency to confuse articulated
rules with durable constraints. AI policy is unlikely to escape this pattern on its own. Codes of conduct,
safety frameworks, reporting regimes, and institutional commitments are all important, but they do not
answer  the  same question.  The unanswered question is  whether,  when pressure  mounts,  the  relevant
actors can still act as though the rule were not there.

This is the problem of bypass.

A governance arrangement is stronger when exceptions are difficult, visible, and accountable. It is weaker
when override  remains  easy,  informal,  or  centralized.  The  intelligence  age  raises  this  problem acutely
because  AI  systems  are  increasingly  integrated  into  infrastructures  that  concentrate  authority:  cloud
platforms, proprietary models, organizational command structures, and public-private interfaces. The more
concentrated the control surface, the more important it becomes to ask whether governance is genuinely
binding or merely aspirational.

A widened industrial policy discourse should therefore include non-bypassability as a public criterion. Not
every safeguard can or should be made absolute. But a governance model that never asks who can override
whom, and under what conditions, is likely to mistake promise for structure.

VIII. A Wider Public Agenda

If the industrial policy conversation opened by advanced AI is to mature, it will need to hold at least two
horizons  together.  One  horizon  concerns  public  institutions:  labor  transition,  social  insurance,
infrastructure,  standards,  democratic  input,  and  macroeconomic  distribution.  OpenAI’s  paper  is  a
meaningful contribution to that horizon. The other concerns transformation governance: the conditions
under which knowledge becomes action, how attribution survives that passage, how delegated authority is
bounded, how value circulates, and whether safeguards remain meaningfully difficult to bypass.

Neither horizon is sufficient on its own. A society may develop exemplary labor-transition policies while
tolerating productive architectures that remain systematically extractive. It may design elegant execution
constraints while neglecting workers, regions, and institutions exposed to rapid displacement. The task is
not to choose one layer over the other, but to become more conceptually capable of thinking both at once.

This implies a broader public agenda for the intelligence age.

It implies legal experimentation with stronger forms of accountability around derivation, contribution, and
delegation.  It  implies  institutional  experimentation  with  new  modes  of  benefit  allocation  that  operate
earlier  than traditional  redistributive settlement.  It  implies  technical  experimentation with systems that
preserve  attribution  and  scope  authority  without  collapsing  into  surveillance  or  centralized  control.  It
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implies civic experimentation with forms of democratic legitimacy adequate to increasingly mediated forms
of action.

Most of all, it implies a more mature public vocabulary. The discourse cannot remain organized exclusively
around  capability,  risk,  and  redistribution  if  the  deeper  political  struggle  concerns  how  societies  will
structure the conversion of knowledge into action. The intelligence age will not be governed only by what
systems can do. It will also be governed by what kinds of action our institutions and infrastructures are
willing to recognize as legitimate.

IX. Conclusion

OpenAI’s industrial policy paper has helped make it newly possible to speak about AI as a matter of public
political economy. That contribution should be welcomed. But the conversation it begins is strongest when
it is widened.

The widening proposed here  is  straightforward in  statement,  though demanding in  consequence.  The
intelligence  age  is  not  only  a  problem  of  capability,  safety,  or  redistribution.  It  is  also  a  problem  of
transformation:  how  knowledge  is  operationalized,  how  attribution  survives  operationalization,  how
authority  remains  bounded,  and  how  value  can  circulate  without  first  passing  through  extractive
concentration.

These questions do not belong only to engineers, legislators, or firms. They belong to the emerging public
reason of the intelligence age. A serious industrial policy for advanced AI will need to ask not only how to
govern the effects of intelligence, but also how to govern the legitimacy of its enactment.

That is not a rebuttal to the conversation now underway. It is an invitation to make the conversation worthy
of its object.
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