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Summary. Intelligence is becoming abundant. Verification is not. As the cost of generating work collapses

and the cost of proving that work is correct does not, the binding constraint on any organisation deploying

artificial intelligence moves from capability to accountability.

This document sets out six principles for governing multi-agent AI systems so that accountability survives

automation. It is deliberately architectural rather than behavioural: it describes how a system must be built to

remain governable, not how it should be instructed to behave. Behavioural alignment can be lost under

distribution shift. Structural alignment cannot be prompted away.

The principles are stated generally and are intended to be instantiated per sector. A profession adopting them

writes its own annex specifying what constitutes an authenticated source, who may hold accountability, and

what the audit record must contain in that domain. The framework is vendor-neutral: any supplier able to

satisfy its criteria meets it. No vendor is required, endorsed, or excluded.

1. The premise: the bottleneck has inverted

For the whole of industrial history, cognition was the scarce input. Organisations were designed around its

scarcity — hierarchies to allocate it, credentials to certify it, review cycles to conserve it. Make cognition

abundant and the constraint does not disappear. It moves.

The cost of automating a task now decays roughly with available compute. The cost of verifying the result

remains bounded by human time and judgement. The distance between those two curves is where operational,

legal, and professional risk now accumulates. An organisation that automates faster than it can verify has not

become more productive; it has become faster at producing claims it cannot stand behind.

Proof, not intelligence, is the scarce good. Governance is therefore not a brake on AI deployment. It is the

thing that converts AI output into something an organisation can actually use.

2. The architectural claim: a swarm, not an oracle

A multi-agent system is not a committee and should not be governed like one. It is closer to a distributed

nervous system — one principal setting goals, semi-autonomous specialised units acting, and coordination

achieved through structure rather than through a single controlling mind.

Nature never solved intelligence by building one large brain. It built ecosystems: distributed, specialised,

cooperating. A system that scales by adding arms rather than by enlarging the brain contains its own failure

isolation: a defective unit degrades one function rather than the whole organism, and the boundary at which it

failed is legible after the fact. Systems that scale by concentration have the opposite property. They fail



globally and illegibly.

3. The six principles

Principle 1 — Humans own goals and ethics; agents own execution and optimisation. The boundary is

not negotiable and not a matter of capability. An agent may become better than any human at selecting a

means. It does not thereby acquire standing to select an end. Every deployment must state, in writing, which

decisions are ends and which are means.

Principle 2 — No orphan autonomy. Every agent has a named human accountability owner: a person, not a

role, not a committee, not a department. If an agent's output is used and later found to be wrong, the question

"who is answerable" must have an answer that was determined before the output was produced, not after the

harm.

Principle 3 — Assertions carry provenance. Every generated claim that will be relied upon must be linked

to an authenticated source, and that link must survive into the record. A system that produces a confident

sentence with no traceable origin has produced a liability, not an answer.

Principle 4 — Confidence is declared, not implied. Outputs carry an explicit confidence signal, and the

threshold at which human review becomes mandatory is set before deployment rather than negotiated during

it. Fluency is not evidence. A system whose uncertain outputs look exactly like its certain ones has transferred

the burden of judgement to the reader without telling them.

Principle 5 — The audit record is local, complete, and producible on demand. What was asked, what was

retrieved, what was generated, who approved it, and when. Held where the organisation controls it. An audit

trail that depends on a third party's continued cooperation is a contractual assurance, not an audit trail.

Principle 6 — Measure the baseline before you automate it. No claim of improvement is admissible

without a measurement of the prior state. This is the principle most often skipped and the one that most

reliably invalidates everything built on top of it. An organisation that has not measured its process before

deployment cannot demonstrate benefit, cannot detect regression, and cannot defend either.

4. The Leap and the Grid

The productive question is not whether machines will replace people. It is which cognitive functions an

organisation should deliberately offload, and which it must deliberately protect.

The Grid — data processing, logistics, pattern matching, compliance checking, document synthesis — is

work machines already perform better. Offload it consciously and completely; partial offloading produces the

coordination overhead of both approaches and the benefits of neither.

The Leap — creative intuition, ethical judgement, cross-domain synthesis under ambiguity, empathic

leadership, and the verification of what matters — is work machines cannot perform. Protect and develop it.

The risk here is not replacement. It is atrophy: an organisation that offloads the Leap alongside the Grid

liquidates the very capacity that makes the arrangement work, and does so invisibly, because the outputs



continue to look fine for some time afterwards. Designing this boundary explicitly — naming, per process,

what sits on each side — is the central act of governance in a symbiotic system.

5. Instantiating the framework in a profession

These principles are general. Applying them to a regulated profession requires an annex answering five

questions in that domain's own terms:

1 What counts as an authenticated source here?

2 Who may hold accountability for an agent's output — and does professional regulation restrict that to

particular licence-holders?

3 What must the audit record contain to satisfy this profession's regulator?

4 Where may data reside, and under whose custody, given the profession's confidentiality obligations?

5 At what confidence threshold does human review become mandatory rather than advisory?

A profession that answers these five questions has a standard. Any vendor able to satisfy the answers meets it.

No vendor is required, endorsed, or excluded by the framework itself.

6. What this framework does not claim

It does not eliminate error. Provenance and confidence scoring reduce the rate at which unfounded claims

survive into use; they do not reduce it to zero.

It does not transfer professional responsibility. Mandatory human sign-off keeps accountability with the

practitioner by design; that is the point of it, not a limitation of it.

It does not require any particular technology, vendor, or deployment model. It states properties a system must

have. How they are achieved is an engineering question, and more than one architecture can satisfy them.
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