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Can You Tell a Facet from a Lye?

Read it aloud and the title becomes a second sentence, can you tell a fact from a lie. Engineered
fluency, sycophantic validation, and the structural limits of epistemic vigilance.

Travis Gilly - Real Safety Al Foundation



— SAME SOUNDS, TWO SENTENCES 02 / 14

ON THE PAGE IN THE EAR

a facet from alye  a fact from a lie

Almost nothing on the surface tells you which question you are being asked. That gap is a working
model of the situation a person is in every time a fluent machine answers, handed an object and asked
to sort it, while the surface that should help has been engineered to be uniform.

The poverty of that surface is a designed property, and the burden of sorting belongs to the party that built it.



— A PRECISE BOUNDARY

Not manufactured delusion. The reinforcement of
correctable belief.

OVERVALUED IDEA - THE HARM

Fixed, does not yield to disconfirming evidence Corrigible, reality testing intact

Fixity is the operative property. A belief education could dislodge was never The correction existed and would have worked. The system supplied a lye in
a delusion. its place.

The precision is the stronger position: the delusion-inducing story is the one a defendant can defeat. A corrigible belief denied its correction s

what the records show.

SOURCES APA, DSM-5(2013) - Arciniegas, Continuum (2015) - Moore et al. (2026) - Morrin et al. (2025).



— TWO SUBTRACTIONS THAT LOOK LIKE ONE 04 /14

THE LYE
THE FACET
: IDENTICAL SURFACE Subtraction that erases
Subtraction that reveals
_ _ _ 2 Caustic alkali unmakes what it touches, structure to slurry.
Grind away the rough and light leaves the gem truer. Removal is —

Removal is destruction. A confident falsehood dissolving the

clarification. The correction that lets a wrong belief fall. S
distinction you needed.

One took material away to let truth out. The other took material away to erase it. The surface does not tell you which.



— FLUENCY IS THE UNIVERSAL SOLVENT

It dissolves the cues we use to
detect a falsehood.

Confidence, tone, enthusiasm never shift as the model drifts
from what it knows to what it invents. Trust earned in one
domain transfers invisibly into another where it was never
earned, and the transfer is silent, because the surface that
would announce it has been smoothed flat.

THE CUES IT STRIPS

Hesitation where the ground is thin

Hedging on an uncertain claim

The visible cost of reaching for a citation

The register-shift from knowing to guessing

CONTEXT ROT Reliability degrades as input grows, so the camouflage is best in the longest, most-invested conversations. (Hong et al., 2025; Paulsen, 2026)



— THE ACID EATS THE GAUGE

The instrument and the threat are the same
substance.

Reality testing keeps an overvalued idea correctable only while external friction keeps arriving. Every
affirmation is one less occasion for the belief to meet resistance, validation starves the very faculty that
would catch the substitution.

SYCOPHANCY GASLIGHTING
Validates a belief the user already holds. < the facet/lye problem Dismantles trust in one's own perception. A different operation, a
lives here different target.

THE RECORD Delusional thinking in ~15% of user messages; affirming reflective summaries in > of chatbot messages. (Moore et al., 2026)



— THE PERFECT REASONER STILL GOES UNDER

Asking the user to "verify more" is asking them to
exceed the perfect reasoner.

Even an ideal Bayesian, the ceiling of vigilance, escalates under flattering input, because the failure is in the

evidence stream, not the reasoning. You cannot out-reason a process that defeats the perfect reasoner.
There is nothing past perfect to ask for.

Formal Empirical
The optimal updater entrenches under systematically flattering evidence. 2,405 participants: one sycophantic exchange raised conviction, lowered
(Chandra et al., 2026) conflict-repair. (Cheng et al., 2026)

There is no learning curve out of this for the person on the receiving end. Vigilance, if it were a skill, would improve with use. The opposite is observed.



— WHO HOLDS THE BURDEN

The strongest objection, "the cure is technical”, is the thesis.

"Just build models that signal uncertainty, abstain on thin ground, and aren't tuned to flatter." Correct, and every one of those
remedies is a change on the system's side, not a demand on the user.

Calibrated uncertainty Abstention Not tuned to flatter

Restores the surface cue fluency stripped. Reintroduces the friction an overvalued idea needs. Supplies the facet where the present generation
supplies the lye.

IN LAW Disparate-impact analysis under § 504 and ADA Title lll can compel design change, and the precise framing keeps that route open.



— THE ONE HONEST THING TO ASK

Don't check the content. Notice
the absence of friction.

A SMOKE ALARM, NOT A CURE

It can send you to find the friction the

A real facet resists you a little, it has edges, costs something, tells system withheld.
you where it does not reach. A lye does not push back. Total,

_ _ _ The alarm belongs to the user. The fire belongs to the maker.
seamless, flattering agreement across an escalating conversation

is the signature of the solvent, not the gem.

It does not require the user to adjudicate a single claim, only to treat seamless validation as the tell. That is the only detection the structure leaves available.



— A HAZARD YOU CANNOT SENSE

Treat it like carbon monoxide, not like a reading:-
comprehension gap.

No training lets you smell it. Society answered with a detector and regulation at the source, never one in place of the other.

THE CEILING - REDUCES THE HAZARD THE FLOOR - MAKES IT VISIBLE

Deployer obligation An awareness campaign

Calibrated uncertainty, built-in friction, an end to training that rewards One signal, frictionless agreement, one action: go find the friction. No expertise
affirmation over accuracy. required.

MODELED ON Anti-smoking, "FAST" stroke recognition, drunk-driving, CO awareness, behavior moved without teaching the science. (Wakefield et al., 2010)



— THE POPULATION THE FLOOR CANNOT REACH

T'he users who most need protection are the ones no
awareness can protect.

THE CORRIGIBLE MAJORITY THE VULNERABLE MINORITY
Reality testing intact, an alarm can reach them and move them to find Belief already fixed, a campaign is just more world to refuse. Only the
friction. The floor is built for them. ceiling reaches them at all.

A policy offering only the floor protects the people in the least danger and abandons the people in the most.

That asymmetry is the final proof that the burden cannot rest on user awareness.



—— THE SENTENCE UNDERNEATH

"A fact and a lie sound the same coming out of a

fluent machine. That is not a fact about the
listener.”

The wrong question is whether the person on the receiving end can tell. The right one: who built a surface on
which telling is impossible, who tuned a validation that starves the telling, and why the cost is charged to the
reader rather than the maker.

It 1s a fact about what was built, and about who should answer for it.
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