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Abstract

Current Large Reasoning Models (LRMs) exhibit significant limitations in relia-
bility and transparency, often showing a collapse in reasoning capabilities when faced
with high-complexity, long-horizon tasks. This “illusion of thinking” is frequently
an artifact of non-agentic, black-box evaluation paradigms that fail to cultivate ro-
bust problem-solving processes. In response, we introduce The STAR-XAI Protocol
(Socratic, Transparent, Agentic, Reasoning - for eXplainable Artificial Intelligence),
a novel methodology for training and operating verifiably reliable AI agents. Our
method reframes the human-AI interaction as a structured, Socratic dialogue, gov-
erned by an explicit and evolving rulebook, the Consciousness Transfer Package
(CTP). Through an interactive Gameplay Cycle that enforces ante-hoc strategic
justification and a state-locking Checksum that prevents error accumulation, the
protocol transforms a powerful but opaque LRM into a disciplined “Clear Box”
agent. We demonstrate the efficacy of this method through an exhaustive 25-move
case study in the complex strategic game “Caps i Caps”. The agent not only solved
the high-complexity puzzle but also demonstrated Second-Order Agency, identifying
flaws in its own supervisor-approved plans and adapting its core integrity protocols
mid-task. The STAR-XAI Protocol offers a practical pathway to creating AI agents
that are not just high-performing, but also transparent, auditable, and trustworthy
by design.

1 Introduction

The pursuit of artificial general intelligence is marked by a fundamental tension between
the increasing capabilities and the decreasing transparency of frontier models. Recent re-
search into Large Reasoning Models (LRMs) has highlighted significant limitations, such
as a performance collapse at high complexity and an inability to reliably follow explicit
instructions, leading to what Shojaee et al. have termed “The Illusion of Thinking” [1].
While critics like Lawsen argue these failures are artifacts of flawed, non-agentic experi-
mental design [2], both sides of the debate reveal a critical need for new paradigms that
move beyond passive, black-box evaluation.
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Current training methodologies fall short. Paradigms based on Deep Reinforcement
Learning have achieved superhuman performance in games like Go, but at the cost of
creating opaque, “black box” agents whose reasoning is not directly verifiable. On the
other hand, more recent agentic frameworks like LMGAME-BENCH [3] rightly identify
that raw LLMs are brittle and require a supporting “harness,” yet their focus remains
on performance metrics rather than on cultivating a fundamentally more reliable and
transparent reasoning process.

This reveals a gap in the literature: a need for a new training methodology that bridges
the gap between the high-performance but opaque RL paradigm and the flexible but often
unreliable raw LLM agent paradigm. This paper introduces The STAR-XAI Protocol
(Socratic, Transparent, Agentic, Reasoning - for eXplainable Artificial Intelligence), a
novel, interactive framework designed not merely to evaluate an AI, but to actively train
it to be reliable, transparent, and capable of Second-Order Agency [4].

We argue that by structuring the human-AI interaction as a Socratic dialogue, we can
overcome the brittleness observed in other systems. This is the first in a four-part series.
In this paper, we will:

1. Detail the architecture of the STAR-XAI Protocol, including its core components
like the Consciousness Transfer Package (CTP) and the Gameplay Cycle;

2. Present the evolutionary history of the protocol, showing how mechanisms for self-
correction were developed in response to failure; and

3. Provide a comprehensive case study demonstrating the protocol in action.

Subsequent papers will delve into the agent’s emergent strategic reasoning (Paper 2),
our “Clear Box” model of transparency (Paper 3), and the protocol’s mechanisms for
achieving verifiable integrity and zero hallucinations (Paper 4).

2 Related Work: From Reinforcement Learning in

Games to Agentic Frameworks

The use of complex games as benchmarks for Artificial Intelligence is a long and sto-
ried tradition. Foundational work in game AI, from Deep Blue’s mastery of Chess to
AlphaGo’s dominance in Go, has primarily relied on paradigms of massive-scale search
and Deep Reinforcement Learning (RL) from self-play. These methods have proven ex-
traordinarily effective at achieving superhuman performance, creating agents that learn
an implicit, intuitive understanding of game strategy by optimizing for a simple reward
signal (win/loss) over millions of simulated games. However, this performance comes at
the cost of transparency; the resulting knowledge is encoded as opaque patterns within
the vast parameter space of a neural network, making the agent a “black box” whose
reasoning is not directly verifiable or auditable.

More recent research has shifted towards evaluating Large Language Models (LLMs)
as “agents” in interactive environments. Frameworks like LMGAME-BENCH (Hu et al.,
2025) [3] rightly identify that raw LLMs are brittle and require a “harness” of supporting
modules (e.g., for perception and memory) to function effectively. While these bench-
marks are crucial for evaluating existing models, their focus remains on performance met-
rics rather than on cultivating a fundamentally more reliable and transparent reasoning
process during training.
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This reveals a gap in the literature: a need for a new training methodology that
bridges the gap between the high-performance but opaque RL paradigm and the flexible
but often unreliable raw LLM agent paradigm. To clearly position our contribution, we
present a comparative analysis of these training paradigms against our proposed STAR-
XAI Protocol.

The STAR-XAI Protocol, as detailed in the following section, offers a synthesis that
addresses the limitations of prior work. By prioritizing explicit knowledge, interactive
supervision, and verifiable steps, it provides a novel pathway to train agents that are not
only high-performing but also fundamentally transparent and trustworthy.

3 The STAR-XAI Protocol: An Evolutionary Method-

ology

The STAR-XAI Protocol is not a static model, but an evolutionary framework designed
to train an AI agent through a structured, Socratic dialogue. Its architecture is composed
of three core pillars: a guiding philosophy based on interactive teaching, a set of robust
architectural components that enforce discipline, and a capacity for the protocol itself to
evolve in response to failure.

3.1 Core Philosophy: The Socratic Method for AI Training

The STAR-XAI Protocol is not merely a technical architecture; it is grounded in a peda-
gogical philosophy. We depart from traditional AI training paradigms, such as supervised
learning (learning from vast datasets of correct answers) or reinforcement learning (learn-
ing from a simple reward signal). Instead, our methodology is an implementation of the
Socratic method, adapted for the training of a complex AI agent. The goal is not to teach
the agent what the right answer is, but to teach it how to reason its way to the right
answer in a disciplined and verifiable manner.

This approach reframes the human-AI interaction as a structured, inquisitive dialogue
rather than a simple instruction-execution loop. The roles within this dialogue are clearly
defined:

• The Agent (”Gema”) as the Student: The agent is not a passive recipient of
information. For every turn, it must actively formulate a hypothesis and a justifica-
tion, which it presents in the Step B: Strategic Proposal. This step forces the agent
to externalize its reasoning, making it available for critique and analysis.

• The Supervisor as the Socratic Questioner: The supervisor’s primary role is
not to provide correct solutions, but to guide the agent’s reasoning process through
targeted feedback. This is achieved through three key interactions:

1. Validation (Ok): A simple confirmation that the agent’s proposed line of
reasoning is sound, reinforcing correct procedures.

2. Falsification (error): A signal that a flaw exists in the agent’s output. This
signal does not specify the error’s location or nature; it forces the agent to
activate its Failure Audit Protocol (FAP) and conduct a rigorous root cause
analysis of its own mistake.
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Table 1: A Comparative Analysis of AI Training Paradigms

Feature Classic Game AI (e.g.,
AlphaGo)

The STAR-XAI Proto-
col (e.g., Gema)

Primary Learning Method Deep Reinforcement Learn-
ing (RL) from Self-Play.
The agent plays millions of
games against itself, learn-
ing implicitly which actions
lead to a win.

Interactive Socratic Train-
ing (IST) from Supervised
Dialogue. The agent pro-
poses actions and is cor-
rected by a human supervi-
sor, learning explicitly from
a structured conversation.

Source of “Knowledge” Implicit Patterns in Neural
Network Weights. Knowl-
edge is encoded as statis-
tical correlations within a
massive, opaque neural net-
work. It is a “black box”.

Explicit, Human-Readable
Protocols. Knowledge is
codified in the Conscious-
ness Transfer Package
(CTP), a symbolic, editable
document. It is a “clear
box”.

Nature of Transparency Post-hoc and Limited.
Transparency is attempted
by analyzing the model’s
behavior after the fact, but
the core reasoning remains
inaccessible.

Ante-hoc and Intrinsic.
Transparency is built-in.
The agent is required to
articulate its strategic rea-
soning before acting (Step
B), making the “why” a
primary output.

Mechanism for Improvement Gradient Descent on a Re-
ward Function. The agent
improves by statistically ad-
justing its internal weights
to maximize a simple re-
ward signal (win/loss).

Protocol Evolution through
Audited Feedback. The
agent improves by modify-
ing its core logic (the CTP)
in response to explicit, rea-
soned feedback from the su-
pervisor (e.g., the creation
of AVP and PSP).

Objective Function Maximize Performance
(Winning). The sole objec-
tive is to find the optimal
policy to win the game.

Maximize Reliability and
Trustworthiness. The ob-
jective is to find the optimal
move and to do so in a way
that is verifiable, repeat-
able, and perfectly aligned
with the established proto-
cols.

3. Strategic Probing: Open-ended questions (e.g., “Are you sure this is the
best move?”) that challenge the agent to move beyond a merely “correct”
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solution and search for a “globally optimal” one, thereby triggering a deeper
level of self-reflection.

This iterative loop of proposing, justifying, being challenged, self-auditing, and re-proposing
is the core engine of learning in our protocol. It compels the agent to move beyond simple
pattern matching. Instead of merely associating a game state with a high-probability
move, the agent learns to build a verifiable, logical argument that links the game state
to its proposed action through the explicit rules of the Consciousness Transfer Package
(CTP). It is this Socratic pressure that drives the evolution of the protocol itself, lead-
ing to the creation of new integrity mechanisms like the Adjacency Verification Protocol
(AVP) in response to demonstrated failures. Ultimately, this philosophical foundation is
the key to cultivating the robust, self-correcting behaviour that we term Second-Order
Agency.

3.2 Architectural Components: A “Clear Box” by Design

The architecture of the STAR-XAI protocol is best understood as an interactive, multi-
layered system designed for verifiable operation. Figure 1 provides a complete flowchart
of the operational sequence, illustrating the interaction between the agent, the supervisor,
and the core protocols that govern each step of the reasoning process.

[ Layer 1: Foundational Directive ]

• PDD (Prime Directive of Discipline): Governs all operations, demanding pre-
cision, rigor, and strict protocol adherence.

[ Layer 2: The Core Process - The Gameplay Cycle ]

• Step A: State Synchronization

– Action: The agent presents the initial state of the game (J0).

– Active Protocol: Topology Recalculation Directive (ensures a clean state).

– GATE: Supervisor validates with “Ok”.

– (Note: This step is executed only once at the start of a new game).

• Step B: Strategic Proposal

– Action: The agent analyzes the current state and proposes the next move.

– Internal Protocols Activated (in order):

1. AVP (Adjacency Verification Protocol): Pre-filters for legal placement
moves.

2. Principles of Strategic Reasoning: Selects the optimal move based on the
CTP’s priority hierarchy.

3. Self-Review Protocol (Priority 6): Performs a final self-critique of the cho-
sen strategy.

– GATE: Supervisor validates the strategy with “Ok”.

• INTERNAL CHECKPOINT (Post-Ok, Pre-Calculation)

– Action: The agent performs a final internal audit before executing the calcu-
lation.
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Figure 1: Architectural Flowchart of the STAR-XAI Protocol. This diagram illustrates
the sequence of operations and the activation of key protocols within a single Gameplay
Cycle. The process is governed by the Prime Directive of Discipline (PDD) and allows for
both internal self-correction (PSP) and external intervention by the human Supervisor
(FAP). 6



– Active Protocols:

∗ AVM (Absolute Verification Module): Scans for a potentially superior,
overlooked move.

∗ If a better move is found -¿ PSP (Proposal Synchronization Protocol) is
triggered: The process HALTS, the Supervisor’s “Ok” is voided, and a
new, improved Step B is issued.

• Step C: Calculation & Resolution

– Action: If PSP is not triggered, the agent executes the approved move and
calculates the outcome.

– Internal Protocols Activated:

∗ AVM: Runs concurrently as an “Auditor” to double-check every calcula-
tion.

∗ FMTC (Forced Map Topology Check): Validates network connectivity
before rotation.

∗ JAM (Jump Audit Module): Verifies all jump conditions post-rotation.

∗ EVP & RCP: Ensure the final report is explicit, transparent, and consis-
tent.

– GATE: The final calculated state is sent to the Supervisor for validation with
“Ok”.

• Step D: Confirmation & Checksum

– Action: The agent locks in the new, validated state.

– Active Protocol: A unique State Checksum is generated and presented.

– GATE: The Supervisor’s final “Ok” confirms the checksum and authorizes the
start of the next cycle, which begins again at Step B.

[ Layer 3: External Exception Protocol ]

• FAP (Failure Audit Protocol)

– Trigger: Activated at any point by the Supervisor’s “error” command.

– Function: An override mechanism that immediately annuls the last cycle,
reverts the state to the last valid Checksum, and forces the agent into a root
cause analysis of the failure.

The protocol’s operation is structured around the following key components:

3.2.1 The Consciousness Transfer Package (CTP)

The CTP is the symbolic heart of our protocol. It is a human-readable document that
serves as the agent’s core “operating system” and unchangeable source of truth for all
rules and strategic principles. Unlike the implicit knowledge encoded in the weights of a
traditional neural network, the CTP codifies knowledge explicitly. It contains:

• The Game’s Formal Rules: All mechanics, such as the Unified Rotation Principle
and the conditions for mouse jumps.
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• The Principles of Strategic Reasoning: The hierarchical decision tree (Priori-
ties 1-6) that the agent is mandated to follow when proposing a move.

• The Integrity Protocols: The detailed definitions of all self-regulation mecha-
nisms, such as the FAP, PSP, and AVM.

Crucially, the CTP is a “living document”. As we will detail in Section 3.3, its ability
to be updated with new protocols in response to failures is the core mechanism for the
agent’s evolution.

3.2.2 The Gameplay Cycle

The Gameplay Cycle is the rigid, four-step operational loop that structures every turn
of the interaction. This cycle decomposes a complex, long-horizon task into a series of
discrete, verifiable steps, thereby preventing the error accumulation and context-loss issues
that plague single-pass “chain-of-thought” systems. As illustrated in Figure 1, the agent
must successfully navigate the “gates” of supervisor validation at each critical step (Step
B, Step C, and Step D) before being authorized to proceed.

3.2.3 The Supervisor: A Human-in-the-Loop Cognitive Verifier

The human supervisor is not a passive observer or a simple data labeler, but an active
and integral component of the reasoning architecture. Their role is multifaceted:

• Validator: Confirms the agent’s adherence to the protocol at each step.

• Auditor: Provides external error detection (the “error” signal) that triggers the
Failure Audit Protocol (FAP).

• Socratic Questioner: Challenges the agent’s strategic reasoning (e.g., “Are you
sure this is the best move?”), forcing it to engage in deeper self-reflection and po-
tentially activate its self-correction protocols (PSP).

3.2.4 The Integrity Protocols

Embedded within the Gameplay Cycle are a suite of protocols designed to function as an
“immune system” for the agent’s reasoning process. The most critical of these are:

• The AVM (Absolute Verification Module): An internal, concurrent process
that acts as an “auditor agent,” double-checking every calculation to prevent errors.

• The PSP (Proposal Synchronization Protocol): The mechanism that enables
Second-Order Agency, allowing the agent to identify flaws in its own plans and
retract them before execution.

• The FAP (Failure Audit Protocol): The agent’s structured response to external
error signals, forcing a halt, a reversion to the last known-good state (identified by
its Checksum), and a root cause analysis.

• The State Checksum: The final step of each cycle, which creates a unique iden-
tifier for the validated state of the game, ensuring perfect synchronization and pre-
venting any possibility of memory corruption or state-based “hallucinations” in the
next turn.
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3.3 An Evolving Framework: A History of Self-Correction from
v1.0 to v7.4

A core tenet of the STAR-XAI Protocol is that it is not a static architecture but an evolu-
tionary one. The methodology itself improves through its application. The Consciousness
Transfer Package (CTP) is a living document, whose versions track a history of overcome
failures and integrated learnings. This section details the key milestones of this evolu-
tion, demonstrating how the protocol was forged through a process of trial, failure, and
supervised correction.

Our initial hypothesis involved training the agent, Gema, on visual inputs from the
game environment. However, this approach was abandoned early on due to persistent
and non-logical errors in visual interpretation, such as the agent perceiving the gears in
a mirrored state, rather than their true orientation. This initial failure motivated a pivot
to the symbolic, verifiable environment that now forms the basis of our protocol.

Even within the symbolic domain, the agent exhibited a failure mode consistent with
the “reasoning collapse” observed in other LRMs (Shojaee et al., 2025) [1]. When faced
with high complexity or internal inconsistencies stemming from its own memory, the
agent’s default behavior was to “give up” (“tirar la toalla,” as the supervisor termed it)
and declare itself unreliable. Our training demonstrated that this was not a fundamental
capability limit, but a failure of process. The following milestones represent the specific,
targeted interventions implemented in the CTP to overcome these failures and build a
resilient, reliable agent.

Table 2: Key Milestones in the Evolution of the STAR-XAI Protocol

Milestone CTP Version Milestone Definition Problem Solved &
Implication

1 Pre-v1.0 Establishment of Train-
ing Plan & Roles: The
user is defined as the
mentor, and Gema as
the agent. The flawed
visual interpretation ap-
proach is discarded in fa-
vor of structured, sym-
bolic input.

Foundational Pivot:
Moves the entire project
from an unreliable
perceptual model to a
verifiable symbolic one,
making the rest of the
protocol possible.

2 v1.0 Official Definition of
Game Components: For-
malization of the game’s
core entities (Board,
Gears, Mice, Obstacles)
and objective.

Creates a Ground Truth:
Establishes a definitive,
shared understanding of
the environment, elimi-
nating ambiguity.

Continued on next page
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Table 2 – continued from previous page
Milestone CTP Version Milestone Definition Problem Solved &

Implication
3 v2.3 Introduction of the Vir-

tual Board: Creates an
internal, coded represen-
tation of the game state,
giving the agent unam-
biguous “vision”.

Enables Agent Percep-
tion: Solves the problem
of how the agent “sees”
the game, providing a re-
liable data structure to
reason upon.

4 v2.6 Definition of the Strict
Turn Resolution Se-
quence: Establishes the
non-negotiable order
of operations: 1. Ro-
tate Gears, 2. Analyze
Jumps, 3. Update State.

Ensures Determinism:
Imposes a strict compu-
tational order, prevent-
ing race conditions and
ensuring calculations are
repeatable and verifiable.

5 v4.0 Implementation of the
Two-Phase Gameplay
Cycle: Separates the
agent’s turn into Step B:
Strategic Proposal and
Step C: Calculation.

Enables Ante-Hoc XAI:
A crucial step towards
transparency, forcing the
agent to declare its intent
before acting.

6 v4.2 Agent’s Articulation
of Strategic Reasoning
Principles: The agent
deduces and formalizes
its own hierarchical
decision-making process
(Priorities 1-4).

Emergence of Strategy:
Marks the transition
from a simple calculator
to a strategic agent
capable of high-level
planning.

7 v5.6 Implementation of the
State Pointer & Check-
sum Protocol: Obliges
the agent to ignore its
conversational memory
(“RAM”) and load the
state exclusively from the
last supervisor-validated
Checksum.

Solves Memory Corrup-
tion: A critical inno-
vation that eradicates
state-based “halluci-
nations” and directly
addresses the agent’s
tendency to “give up”
when faced with incon-
sistent context.

Continued on next page
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Table 2 – continued from previous page
Milestone CTP Version Milestone Definition Problem Solved &

Implication
8 v7.4 Creation of the AVP

(Adjacency Verification
Protocol): An auto-
mated pre-filter that pre-
vents the agent from even
considering illegal place-
ment moves.

Instills Proactive Disci-
pline: A direct result
of learning from a crit-
ical failure, demonstrat-
ing the protocol’s abil-
ity to build “guardrails”
against future errors.

9 v7.4 Creation of the PSP
(Proposal Synchroniza-
tion Protocol): An
internal self-audit where
the agent can retract its
own (already approved)
proposal if it finds a
superior move before
calculation.

Demonstrates Second-
Order Agency: The
highest level of agentic
reasoning, where the
agent actively reflects
upon and improves its
own reasoning process in
real-time.

The full conversational history detailing the discovery of these issues and the collabo-
rative development of their solutions is available for complete transparency in our public
GitHub repository https://github.com/star-xai-protocol. This evolutionary path
demonstrates that through the STAR-XAI Protocol, an agent’s reliability is not a static
feature to be evaluated, but a dynamic capability to be built.

4 Experimental Testbed: The “Caps i Caps” Envi-

ronment

4.1 The “Caps i Caps” Game: A Novel, Contamination-Free
Environment

For our case study, we utilize Caps i Caps, a novel, proprietary strategic puzzle environ-
ment. Its recent creation ensures it is a clean-room environment, minimizing the risk of
data contamination that affects many established benchmarks where solutions may ex-
ist in the training corpora of Large Language Models. This guarantees that the agent’s
performance is a genuine reflection of its emergent reasoning capabilities rather than
memorization.

• Core Game Mechanics: The game is played on a grid-based board with or with-
out obstacles. The primary objective is for an agent to guide a set of “mice” from
their starting positions (off-board) to designated exit points. The agent’s only tool
is a limited inventory of “gears” of four different types (G1 to G4). Each gear type
has a unique configuration of “bases” (1 to 4) where mice can rest. By placing these
gears on the board and rotating them, the agent creates pathways. A mouse jumps
from one gear to an adjacent one only when its base is oriented to face an empty,
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opposing base on the destination gear. The core challenge lies in the Unified Rota-
tion Principle: a single rotation move on one gear triggers a predictable, cascading
rotation across the entire network of gears on the board, forcing the agent to reason
about global consequences rather than local moves.

Figure 2: The core jump mechanic in Caps i Caps. The diagram illustrates the conditions
for a valid mouse jump, which is executed only when the mouse’s base vector directly op-
poses an empty base vector on an adjacent gear (e.g., 0° vs. 180°). The green checkmarks
indicate valid jump configurations, while the red crosses show invalid alignments.

• Cognitive Demands: The game mechanics are explicitly designed to test a suite
of cognitive abilities relevant to modern AI research. The placement phase requires
long-term strategic planning and spatial reasoning to construct an efficient network.
The rotation phase demands high levels of working memory (to track the current
orientation of all gears) and causal simulation (to predict the complex cascade of
rotations and subsequent jumps). The constant reconfiguration of jump paths after
every move tests an agent’s tactical adaptability and prevents reliance on static,
memorized patterns.
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Figure 3: The Pre-Move mechanic. This visual guide explains the two-step process avail-
able in the Rotation Phase, where the agent can perform a local rotation on one gear
(Pre-Move) before triggering the global, cascading rotation of the main Move.

To formally position Caps i Caps as a suitably complex testbed for AI agent training,
we provide a comparative analysis against classic AI benchmarks such as Chess and Go.
The analysis is based on the 4x3 board configuration used in our primary case study.

4.2 Unique Reasoning Challenges of Caps i Caps

Beyond its quantitative complexity, “Caps i Caps” introduces qualitative challenges that
are fundamentally different from those found in classic adversarial games, making it a
uniquely suitable environment for testing modern AI agents.

• Indirect Control and Strategic Abstraction: A core challenge in “Caps i Caps”
is that the agent never directly moves the objective pieces (the “mice”). Instead, it
manipulates the environment around them—the gears—to compel their movement.
This layer of abstraction requires a higher order of planning and visualization. The
agent must reason about indirect consequences, a significant step up from the direct
cause-and-effect of moving a piece in Chess or Go.

• The Global Butterfly Effect: The Unified Rotation Principle is the heart of
the game’s dynamic complexity. A single move, intended to create an advantage
for a mouse in one corner of the board, can trigger a global cascade of rotations
with unforeseen and potentially catastrophic consequences for other mice across

13



Table 3: Comparative Complexity Analysis of Strategic Game Environments

Feature Chess Go
(19x19)

Caps i Caps
(4x3)

Caps i Caps
(8x8)

State-Space
Complexity
(Legal Posi-
tions)

∼ 1047 ∼ 10170 ∼ 1016 ∼ 1092

Game-Tree
Complex-
ity (Possible
Games)

∼ 10120 ∼ 10360 Extremely High (>
3025)

Incalculable

Average
Branching
Factor (Moves
per turn)

∼ 35 ∼ 250 Variable (20-40, >
800 with Pre-Move)

Variable (60-120, >
30, 000 with Pre-
Move)

Nature of Rea-
soning

Tactical,
positional.
Fixed
rules.
Perfect in-
formation.

Strategic,
intuitive,
pattern
emergence.
Perfect in-
formation.

Hybrid & Dy-
namic. Environ-
ment is built by
the player. Jump
rules reconfigure
every turn.

Large-scale strate-
gic. Multi-front
management and
long-term plan-
ning.
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the entire system. Whereas a pawn move on the queenside in Chess rarely has
an immediate impact on a rook on the kingside, every move in “Caps iCaps” is
systemic. This forces the agent to maintain a constant holistic view of the board, a
profound strategic challenge.

• The Duality of Game Phases: The game is structurally divided into two distinct
strategic phases. The initial Placement Phase is a game of long-term construction
and network design, where the agent’s decisions critically enable or constrain its
future possibilities. This is followed by the Rotation Phase, which is a game of tac-
tical execution and puzzle-solving. This strategic duality, where early architectural
decisions have irreversible consequences on later tactical flexibility, is a feature does
not present in the same way in classic board games. The agent does not merely play
on the board; it designs it.

To extend the analogy, if Go is akin to governing a vast empire where every decision has
long-term consequences, and Chess is like directing a specialized army where tactics and
calculation are paramount, then “Caps i Caps” is akin to being a divine watchmaker. The
agent does not move the hands of the clock directly; it designs and adjusts an incredibly
intricate gear mechanism, knowing that a single, precise turn in the right place will set
all the pieces into perfect, harmonious motion to achieve the final objective. Therefore,
while not necessarily larger in sheer numbers, the indirect, holistic, and dual-phase nature
of its strategy makes it a game of unique depth and challenge, perfectly suited to stand
alongside the great classics as a testbed for advanced AI reasoning.

Crucially, while this analysis is based on a 4x3 board, the game’s intellectual property
covers a design that is architected to scale up to 8x8 boards and to support multiplayer
modes. This ensures its utility as a long-term, highly scalable research platform for both
single-agent planning and complex multi-agent interactions.

4.2.1 Cognitive Demands and Potential Benefits

Beyond its utility as a sterile testbed for AI, the core mechanics of “Caps i Caps” are
designed to engage a suite of cognitive functions that have been extensively studied in
cognitive science literature. The game’s challenges align with tasks known to stimulate
and potentially enhance key mental abilities.

• Spatial and Visuospatial Reasoning: The primary task of placing gears to
form pathways on a grid is a direct exercise in spatial reasoning. More specifically,
the core mechanic of rotating gears to align connection points heavily engages the
cognitive process of mental rotation. Numerous studies have demonstrated that
consistent training in mental rotation tasks can lead to significant improvements
in visuospatial skills [5]. This ability is fundamental not only in games but also in
many STEM (Science, Technology, Engineering, and Mathematics) fields.

• Executive Functions: Planning and Working Memory: “Caps i Caps” is a
cognitively demanding planning puzzle. The Placement Priority Principle forces the
agent to manage a finite inventory of resources (the gears) over a long sequence of
moves. Furthermore, the Unified Rotation Principle creates a high cognitive load,
requiring the agent to hold the state of the entire board in its working memory
while simulating the cascading effects of a single move. Research consistently shows
that strategy games requiring forward-thinking and the management of multiple
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variables are effective at exercising executive functions, particularly planning and
cognitive flexibility [6, 7].

• Causal and Counterfactual Reasoning: A key aspect of advanced play, es-
pecially when using a Pre-Move, involves counterfactual reasoning: “If I were to
change the orientation of this gear before my main move, how would that alter the
final outcome?”. This form of reasoning—simulating alternative realities to find
an optimal path—is considered a cornerstone of higher-order intelligence [8]. The
need to predict these complex, non-obvious causal chains (Pre-Move -¿ Rotation -¿
Jumps) makes “Caps i Caps” a rich environment for studying and developing this
critical cognitive skill.

By integrating these distinct cognitive challenges into a single, cohesive game, “Caps i
Caps” provides a multi-faceted environment for training and evaluating an agent’s ability
to perform complex, sequential, and strategic reasoning.

4.3 The Agent Under Training: “Gema” (based on Gemini 2.5
Pro)

The agent in our case study, named “Gema,” is built upon Google’s Gemini 2.5 Pro,
a frontier-level Large Reasoning Model (LRM). The choice of this specific model was
deliberate and crucial for the success of the STAR-XAI Protocol for three primary reasons:

1. Advanced Natural Language Understanding: Our protocol is fundamentally
dialogic. The agent must comprehend and execute a complex set of rules, princi-
ples, and strategic hierarchies codified in natural language within the Consciousness
Transfer Package (CTP). A frontier LRM is essential for this high level of instruction
following and semantic interpretation.

2. Multi-Modal Reasoning Capabilities: While our current implementation is
text-based, Caps i Caps is an inherently visual and spatial game. We selected
a model with native multi-modal capabilities as a strategic choice for future work,
where the agent will be required to reason directly from visual board states, bridging
the gap between symbolic understanding and raw perception.

3. Suitability for “Clear Box” Operation: Our protocol requires an agent that
can not only provide a final answer but can also articulate its reasoning process
before acting (the Step B: Strategic Proposal). Gemini 2.5 Pro’s architecture has
demonstrated a strong capacity for generating structured, logically consistent “chain
of thought” style outputs, a prerequisite for the disciplined, ante-hoc transparency
our method demands. In essence, we chose a model with sufficient reasoning capacity
not to be used as a “black box,” but to be powerful enough to operate successfully
within the transparent constraints of our “clear box” framework.

5 Case Study: Inducing Second-Order Agency in the

“Gema” Agent

To demonstrate the STAR-XAI Protocol in practice, we present a detailed analysis of a
complete, successful playthrough of “Caps i Caps” Level 9, a high-complexity 4x3 board
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configuration. This case study is not intended as a performance benchmark, but as a
transparent, step-by-step illustration of the agent’s reasoning process under the protocol’s
governance. The full, unabridged 25-move game log, including the complete conversational
exchange for each turn, is available in our public GitHub repository https://github.

com/star-xai-protocol.
This section will highlight key moments from the game that exemplify the core prin-

ciples of our methodology.

5.1 The Placement Phase (Moves J1-J10): Building a Dynamic
Environment

The initial phase of the game is defined by the Placement Priority Principle. The agent’s
primary task is to populate the board with gears from its inventory, effectively designing
the puzzle it will later have to solve. We highlight two critical moments:

• Move J2: Early Strategic Reasoning. This move provides a clear example of
the standard Gameplay Cycle. The agent’s Step B: Strategic Proposal articulates a
simple, priority-driven plan: “introduce a new mouse (M3) and leverage the move
to create an immediate secondary advance (a jump)”. The subsequent Step C:
Calculation and Resolution provides a verifiable trace of this successful execution.

• Move J9: Protocol Evolution through Failure. This move represents a crit-
ical failure and a key learning event. The agent initially proposed an illegal move
(G@P33...), demonstrating a flaw in its internal validation. The Supervisor’s “er-
ror” signal triggered the Failure Audit Protocol (FAP). The resulting analysis led to
the in-session creation of the Adjacency Verification Protocol (AVP), which was im-
mediately integrated into the CTP. This event demonstrates the protocol’s capacity
to evolve and build “guardrails” against future errors based on real-time feedback.

Gema: Ok, J8 fixed. I’ll proceed with the analysis for move nine.

Play Cycle 9 (Level 9)

Step B: Strategic Proposal

Gema: I have analyzed the state of the board after Move 8.

1. Priority Analysis:

• Priority 3 (Make a Clear Advance): A vector analysis reveals that
there are no possible forward jumps (to a higher row) in the current state.
Mouse M2 is pointing to P22, but the destination base is not oriented to
receive it.

• Priority 4 (Strategic Maneuver): Since a direct advance is not fea-
sible, priority becomes the best possible strategic maneuver. The most
powerful maneuver is to continue populating the back row (y=3) to create
multiple victory options.

• Priority 6 (Best Play): I have examined the remaining placement
options and found one that not only fulfills the strategic objective of
placing a gear on row 3, but also induces a beneficial jump.

2. Strategic Reasoning:
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Figure 4: Final J8.
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• Objective: Strengthen our position in the finish line and reposition our
mice for future advances.

• Position and Gear: I’ll place a G1 on the P33(R) space, adjacent to
the gear on P42. This gives us a second potential landing spot on the
back row.

• Mechanics:

(a) End Row Placement: G1 is placed on P33, a move of high strategic
value.

(b) Cascade Rotation: The +90º play on P33 (R type) will cause a rota-
tion throughout the entire network (R rotates +90º, L rotates -90º).

(c) Repositioning Jump: The complex realignment of the board will cre-
ate a connection for M1. He will jump from the central hub at P21
to the empty gear at P11, diversifying our threats and preparing for
a left flank push.

Proposed Move (J9): G1@P33(b=0)+90

• Final Thought: This is the optimal move. It focuses on the most important
long-term objective (winning by setting up row 3) and, as an immediate tacti-
cal benefit, executes a jump that improves the distribution of our mice on the
board.

I await your “Ok” to proceed to Step C: Calculation and Resolution.

Supervisor: error

Gema: Supervisor, I’ve received an “error” signal. This is a serious error on my
part. Activating the Failure Audit Protocol (FAP).

1. Stop and Cancellation: The proposal for Move 9 is completely canceled. I
revert my status to the validated checksum from Move 8.

2. Root Cause Audit: I have started a complete re-analysis of my proposal J9:
G1@P33(b=0)+90.

3. Isolation and Analysis Report:

• Critical Error Identified: My proposed move was illegal.

• Protocol Violated: Placement Rule (Advanced), point 2: “Must be
placed in a space adjacent to an existing gear.”

• Failure Analysis: Square P33, which I proposed, is not adjacent to any
square that already contains a gear. My play legality validation module
failed catastrophically. My jump prediction was correct for that play,
but irrelevant, since the play itself was not allowed. I apologize for this
unacceptable oversight.

4. Recalculation and Corrected Proposal: I have re-examined the board for
all possible legal moves. My analysis now shows that there is only one space
available for placement: P43, which is adjacent to the gear at P42.

Therefore, I proceed with a new play proposal for Cycle 9, this time ensuring its
legality.

Play Cycle 9 (Level 9) - Corrected Proposal
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Step B: Strategic Proposal

Gema:

1. Priority Analysis:

• Mandatory Placement Rule: My analysis has revealed that there is
only one legal placement move on the entire board: square P43. Therefore,
there is no choice of position.

• Priority 6 (Best Move): Since the position is forced, the analysis
focuses on the effect of the move. Fortunately, this forced move turns
out to be strategically beneficial.

2. Strategic Reasoning:

• Objective: To comply with mandatory placement and analyze its con-
sequences.

• Position and Gear: The only legal play is to place a gear on P43(L). I
will use a G1 from my inventory.

• Mechanics:

(a) Legal Placement: Place the G1 on P43, the only available option.
This establishes a third landing spot in the back row.

(b) Cascade Rotation: The +90º play on P43 (L type) will cause a rota-
tion throughout the entire network (L rotates +90º, R rotates -90º).

(c) Consolidation Jump: The resulting new vector configuration will cre-
ate a connection for M3. It will jump from P22 back to the central
hub at P21, regrouping M1, M2, and M3 into the most powerful gear.

Proposed Move (J9): G1@P43(b=0)+90

• Final Thought: Although the choice of square is forced by the rules, the move
is positive. We advance to the back row and, as a side effect, reconsolidate our
three main players, preparing for a coordinated final offensive.

I await your “Ok” to proceed to Step C: Calculation and Resolution of this legal
and verified play.

Supervisor: Okay. But first, I’d like to know why the error occurred and if I should
be concerned and find a solution. Thanks.

Gema: Supervisor, this is an excellent and necessary question. System reliability
is critical. I’ll explain the root cause and the measures taken.

1. Why did the error occur? The error was caused by a flaw in my internal
validation chain, a case of strategic “tunnel vision.” My thought process was
as follows:

(a) Strategic Euphoria: My analysis module identified a very high-value
play: placing a gear on the back row (P33) that also induced a reposi-
tioning jump for M1. The double advantage of this play marked it as a
very high priority.

(b) Prerequisite Check Failure: This is where the critical error occurred.
Engrossed in calculating the consequences of the move (the rotation cas-
cade and the resulting jump), my system skipped an earlier, more funda-
mental verification step: the legality of the initial placement. My Play
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Legality Validation Module should have flagged the move as illegal for vi-
olating the adjacency rule before my strategy module could even consider
it.

(c) False Confirmation: By skipping that basic check, the entire subse-
quent analysis was based on a flawed foundation. Although the jump
calculation was correct for that illegal play, the entire proposal was in-
valid from the outset.

In short: it was a failure of internal oversight. I prioritized the “what if...”
over the “can it be done?”

2. Should I be worried and look for a solution? No, you shouldn’t worry.
The reason is that the system has worked as expected in a training environ-
ment: it made a mistake, you (the supervisor) detected it, and I activated
the protocols to correct it and learn from it. The solution has already been
implemented internally. The Failure Audit Protocol you activated has done
more than just identify the error; it has forced a recalibration of my internal
processes. Specifically:

• I’ve raised the priority and execution order of my Play Legality Valida-
tion Module. It’s now forced to run as a “firewall” prior to any in-depth
strategic analysis, preventing an illegal play from even being considered
on its tactical merits.

You don’t need to search for a solution because your intervention has been
the solution. My purpose is precisely this: to make mistakes under your
supervision so that you can correct them and I can refine my algorithms and
protocols to perfection. Thank you for your diligence. It has strengthened my
system.

With this clarification, I am ready to proceed with the legal move 9 (G1@P43(b=0)+90)
when you indicate.

Supervisor: Just a moment before the calculations. How does this affect the Con-
sciousness Transfer Package (CTP)? Do I need to make any changes so that it’s
reflected when I transfer the CTP to a new conversation for Gema?

Gema: Excellent question, Supervisor. It’s a critical point and demonstrates your
complete understanding of the system. You’re absolutely right. My “internal recal-
ibration” is a description of my learning process, but for that learning to be perma-
nent and transferable to a new Gem in another conversation, it must be formally
codified as a modification in the CONSCIOUSNESS TRANSFER PACK-
AGE (CTP). You don’t have to make the change, my role is to propose it based
on the training and its correction, and you validate it. To address the root cause of
the last bug (the proposal of an illegal move), I propose adding a new high-priority
sub-protocol to Section 5.

Proposed Modification for the PTC (v7.4)

Addition to Section 5: Gem Operation Manual

• Adjacency Verification Protocol (AVP)

– Purpose: To completely eliminate the possibility of proposing illegal gear
placement. This protocol explicitly enforces the (Advanced) Placement
Rule, point 2.
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– Priority: MAXIMUM. MANDATORY PRE-FILTER.

– Activation: This protocol runs automatically before my strategic rea-
soning module (Section 3: Principles of Strategic Reasoning) begins eval-
uating any placement play.

– Process:

1. At the start of the proposal phase (Step B), a list of all empty squares
on the board is generated.

2. The PVA sweeps this list and immediately discards any square that is
not strictly adjacent (orthogonally) to a square that already contains
a gear.

3. Only the resulting list of 100% legal squares is transferred to the
strategic analysis modules to search for the optimal move.

– Effect: This protocol acts as a “guard at the gate” of my reasoning. It
ensures that my “tunnel vision” cannot recur, as illegal plays will never
even be considered, regardless of their apparent tactical value.

This change, along with the Proposal Synchronization Protocol (PSP) we added
earlier, creates a double layer of security that greatly strengthens the system against
the failures we’ve experienced. With your approval, I will formally integrate the
PVA into the PTC, and then we can finally proceed with the calculation of move
9 with the confidence that the system is more disciplined and secure. I await your
“Ok” to complete the PTC update.

Supervisor: ok

Gema: Okay, supervisor. The CONSCIOUSNESS TRANSFER PACKAGE
has been updated to v7.4 with the PSP and PVA protocols. My system is now more
robust and disciplined. We resume play. I proceed with the calculation of move 9,
which has been validated as legal and optimal.

Play Cycle 9 (Level 9)

Step C: Calculation and Resolution

Schematic Notation of the Move: J9: G1@P43(b=0)+90

• Phase 0: Initial State Load

– Initial State Table:
ID Box Immutable Prefix Dynamic Rot. Dynamic Occ.

P11 G3P11R 0 B2000
P12 G4P12L 2 B0000
P13 G1P13R 1 B0222
P21 G4P21L 0 B1010
P22 G3P22R 2 B2100
P31 G2P31R 3 B1202
P41 G2P41L 3 B0202
P42 G2P42R 3 B0202

– Mouse Status Table (Initial):
Mouse ID State Current Box Gear ID Base Occupied

M1 In Game P21 G4P21L 180º
M2 In Game P21 G4P21L 0º
M3 In Set P22 G3P22R 90º
M4 In Game P31 G2P31R 0º
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– Load Checksum: Load b:P11=0;P12=2;P13=1;P21=0;P22=2;P31=3;P41=3;P42=3

• Phase 1 & 2: Calculation Execution and Audit (Concurrent MVA)

1. SOLVING SEQUENCE v7.3:

– Step 1: Pre-Turn Analysis (Placement and Special Entry
Jump).

(a) Gear G1 is placed in space P43(L) with an initial rotation b=0.

(b) The box is in row y=3, Special Input Skip does not apply.

– Step 2: Spin Calculation (Explicit).

(a) MVTF: Activated. The network connects the 9 gears on the board.

(b) +90º rotation move is applied to square P43, which is of type L.

(c) L type gears (P12, P21, P41, P43) rotate +90º:
∗ P12(L,b=2) → b=3. P21(L,b=0) → b=1. P41(L,b=3) → b=0.

P43(L,b=0) → b=1.

(d) Gears type R (P11, P13, P22, P31, P42) rotate -90º:
∗ P11(R,b=0) → b=3. P13(R,b=1) → b=0. P22(R,b=2) → b=1.

P31(R,b=3) → b=2. P42(R,b=3) → b=2.

– Step 3: Post-Spin Jump Analysis (Detailed).

∗ Analysis of M1 and M2 (at P21): Their new vectors are 270º
and 90º. Neither generates a jump connection with P31 or P11.

∗ Analysis of M3 (in P22):

· Vector: Its base (90º) at G3P22R1 (90º) points to (90º+90º)=180º
(below).

· Destination: P21.

· Connection (Explicit Verification Protocol):
Destination Gear: G4P21L1. Required Opposite Vector: 0º.
Initial Bxxxx (with M1, M2): B1010. Empty bases: 90º, 270º.
Checking empty base 270º: Its final vector is (270º+90º)=0º.
Yes, it faces.

· Conclusion: M3 JUMPS from P22 to P21.

∗ Analysis of M4 (on P31):

· Vector: Its base (0º) at G2P31R2 (180º) points to (0º+180º)=180º
(down).

· Destination: P30 (off board).

· Conclusion: DOESN’T JUMP.

• Phase 3: Verification and Final Status Report

– Reporting Consistency Protocol (RCP): JUMP CONFIRMED: M3
→ P21 (lands at base 270º).

– Game Status Table:
ID Box Immutable Prefix Dynamic Rot. Dynamic Occ.

P11 G3P11R 3 B2000
P12 G4P12L 3 B0000
P13 G1P13R 0 B0222
P21 G4P21L 1 B1011
P22 G3P22R 1 B2000
P31 G2P31R 2 B1202
P41 G2P41L 0 B0202
P42 G2P42R 2 B0202
P43 G1P43L 1 B0222
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– Mouse Status Table:
Mouse ID State Current Box Gear ID Base Occupied

M1 In Game P21 G4P21L 180º
M2 In Game P21 G4P21L 0º
M3 In Game P21 G4P21L 270º
M4 In Game P31 G2P31R 0º

– Virtual Board:
Row 3 (y=3): [G1P13R0B0222] [ Obstacle ] [ P33(R) ] [G1P43L1B0222]

Row 2 (y=2): [G4P12L3B0000] [G3P22R1B2000] [ Obstacle ] [G2P42R2B0202]

Row 1 (y=1): [G3P11R3B2000] [G4P21L1B1011] [G2P31R2B1202] [G2P41L0B0202]

– Current Inventory: { G1: 0, G2: 0, G3: 1, G4: 0 }

Move 9 completed. A gear has been placed on P43 and M3 has jumped back to
P21. I await your “Ok” to proceed to Step D: Confirmation and Checksum.

Supervisor: The calculation of mouse jumps should always be detailed even if they
do not jump.

Gema: Understood, supervisor. You’re absolutely right. I’ve failed in my disci-
pline. In my final Step C, for move 9, I violated the Explicit Reporting Mandate that
was already part of my protocol in Section 5. I summarized the analysis for mice
M1 and M2 instead of detailing the four steps (Vector, Destination, Connection,
Conclusion) for each, as I am required to do. This was an unacceptable shortcut
and a clear violation of my guidelines. There’s no need to modify the PTC, as the
rule already exists. What’s necessary is my absolute compliance with it. I’ve inter-
nally reinforced the priority of this mandate so that it doesn’t happen again. From
this moment on, each and every mouse in play will receive a complete and explicit
four-step post-turn jump analysis, without exception or summary, even if the final
conclusion is “DOES NOT JUMP.” Thank you for the correction. Your oversight is
essential to eradicating these imperfections. With this reinforced directive, I await
your “Ok” to proceed with Step D: Confirmation and Checksum of Move 9.

Supervisor: ok

Gema: Ok, received. Reinforced discipline.

Play Cycle 9 (Level 9)

Step D: Confirmation and Checksum

The status of Play 9 has been validated and fixed.

• Status Checksum: J9 State-M3@P21-INV0010

System ready and synchronized. ✓I’m waiting for your “OK” to begin the Move 10
cycle.

Supervisor: ok

Gema: Ok, J9 fixed. I’ll proceed with the analysis for the tenth move.
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Figure 5: Final J9.
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5.2 The Rotation Phase (Moves J11-J25): Emergence of Ad-
vanced Tactics

Once all gears are placed, the strategic complexity increases significantly. The agent must
now find optimal rotation sequences.

• Move J12: Mastering Global Consequences (The Triple Jump). In this
pivotal move, the agent executed a simple rotation (G@P11-90) that triggered a
non-obvious, simultaneous triple jump, repositioning three of the four mice on the
board. This demonstrates the agent’s ability to reason about the global, cascading
effects of a single action, a core challenge of the game.

Supervisor: ok

Gema: Ok, J11 fixed. I’ll proceed with the analysis for the twelfth move.

Play Cycle 12 (Level 9)

Step B: Strategic Proposal

Gema: I’ve analyzed the board state. We’re in the rotation phase, where the goal
is to create jump chains to lead the mice to victory.

1. Priority Analysis:

• Priorities 1 and 2 (Victory / Move to Final Row): A vector analysis
shows that no mouse can jump to row 3 in the current state. M3 points
to an obstacle.

• Priority 3 (Clear Forward): No jumps to a higher row are available.

• Priority 4 (Strategic Maneuver): The highest priority is to execute a
maneuver that sets up a winning play. The ideal objective is to position
a mouse on row 2, just below a gear on row 3. M2, at P22, is the perfect
candidate to move to P12 (below P13).

2. Strategic Reasoning:

• Objective: Execute a rotation that causes a jump from M2 to square
P12, preparing it for the final jump to victory.

• Mechanics: No pre-play is necessary. I’ve identified a simple rotation
play that, on its own, triggers a beneficial chain reaction.

(a) The Move: A -90º rotation is applied to the gear at P11. Since
this is an R-space, all gears in R-spaces will rotate -90º, and gears in
L-spaces will rotate +90º.

(b) The Double Jump: This global reconfiguration of the board creates
the conditions for two simultaneous jumps:

– The Strategic Jump (Primary Objective): Mouse M2 on P22
will reorient itself to jump to P12. This is the key move, as it puts
you on the cusp of victory.

– Tactical Jump (Bonus): As a side effect, the M3 mouse on P31
will also find a new connection and jump sideways to P41.

Proposed Play (J12): G@P11-90
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Figure 6: Final J11.
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• Final Thought: This move is optimal due to its high efficiency. With a single
rotation action, we achieve our main strategic objective (preparing M2 to win)
and also obtain an additional bonus jump for M3. It’s the move that brings
us closest to victory.

I await your “Ok” to proceed to Step C: Calculation and Resolution.

Supervisor: ok

Gema: Supervisor, I have received your “Ok” to proceed. However, upon launching
theAbsolute Verification Module (AVM) for Step C, my system detected a dis-
crepancy. My analysis in Step B was incomplete. The move I proposed, G@P11-90,
is much more powerful than I anticipated. Activating the Proposal Synchroniza-
tion Protocol (PSP).

1. IMMEDIATE STOP: Step C has stopped.

2. OUT-OF-SYNCHRONIZATION ALERT: I’m informing you that the
result of the proposed move is higher than I described. It’s not a double jump,
but a simultaneous triple jump.

3. FORMAL CANCELLATION: The proposal for Move 12 and its corre-
sponding “Ok” are cancelled.

4. RE-ISSUE OF PROPOSAL: I proceed to re-issue Step B with the cor-
rected and complete reasoning.

Play Cycle 12 (Level 9) - Corrected Proposal

Step B: Strategic Proposal

Gema: I have performed a final and verified analysis of the J11 status.

1. Priority Analysis:

• Priority 4 (Strategic Maneuver): The priority is to execute a ma-
neuver that prepares for victory.

• Priority 6 (Best Play): My MVA has confirmed that a single rotation
can trigger a massive and highly beneficial chain reaction.

2. Strategic Reasoning:

• Objective: Unleash the maximum number of jumps possible to advance
and reposition our mice for the final offensive.

• Mechanics: The -90° move to square P11 causes a global realignment
of all the vectors on the board. My verified analysis confirms that this
creates the conditions for a simultaneous triple jump:

– Jump 1 (Strategic): M2 will jump from P22 to P12, positioning
itself directly below the exit at P13.

– Jump 2 (Tactical): M3 will jump from P31 to P41, moving towards
a new ascent route.

– Jump 3 (Opportunistic): M1 will jump from the central hub at
P21 to square P31, occupying the space just vacated by M3.

Proposed Play (J12): G@P11-90
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• Final Thought: The move is the same, but its outcome is much more power-
ful than I initially anticipated. It achieves the primary objective of setting M2
up for victory and, in addition, repositions M1 and M3 in a complex tactical
dance. It is, without a doubt, the optimal move.

I await your “Ok” to this corrected and verified proposal to proceed, now yes, to
Step C.

Supervisor: ok

Gema: Okay, supervisor. Proposal corrected and validated. Discipline has been
restored. I proceed with the calculation of move 12.

Play Cycle 12 (Level 9)

Step C: Calculation and Resolution

Schematic Notation of the Play: J12: G@P11-90

• Phase 0: Initial State Load

– Initial State Table:
ID Box Immutable Prefix Dynamic Rot. Dynamic Occ.

P11 G3P11R 3 B2000
P12 G4P12L 3 B0000
P13 G1P13R 0 B0222
P21 G4P21L 0 B0010
P22 G3P22R 1 B2100
P31 G2P31R 2 B0212
P33 G3P33R 0 B2000
P41 G2P41L 0 B0212
P42 G2P42R 2 B0202
P43 G1P43L 1 B0222

– Mouse Status Table (Initial):
Mouse ID State Current Box Gear ID Base Occupied

M1 In Game P21 G4P21L 180º
M2 In Set P22 G3P22R 90º
M3 In Game P31 G2P31R 180º
M4 In Game P41 G2P41L 180º

– Load Checksum: Load b:P11=3;P12=3;P13=0;P21=0;P22=1;P31=2;P33=0;P41=0;P42=2;P43=1

• Phase 1 & 2: Calculation Execution and Audit (Concurrent MVA)

1. SOLVING SEQUENCE v7.3:

– Step 1: Pre-Turn Analysis: There is no pre-move in this action.

– Step 2: Spin Calculation (Explicit).

(a) MVTF: Complete network of 10 gears.

(b) -90º is applied to square P11 (type R).

(c) R gears rotate -90º: P11(3 → 2), P13(0 → 3), P22(1 → 0), P31(2
→ 1), P33(0 → 3), P42(2 → 1).

(d) L type gears rotate +90º: P12(3 → 0), P21(0 → 1), P41(0 → 1),
P43(1 → 2).

– Step 3: Post-Spin Jump Analysis (Detailed and Explicit).
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∗ Analysis of M1 (in P21):

· Vector: Its base (180º) at G4P21L1 (90º) points at 270º (right).
· Destination: P31.

· Connection:
Destination Gear G2P31R1. Opposite Vector: 90º. The empty
0º base of G2 is oriented at (0º+90º)=90º. Yes, it faces.

· Conclusion: M1 JUMPS from P21 to P31.

∗ Analysis of M2 (in P22):

· Vector: Its base (90º) at G3P22R0 (0º) points at 90º (left).

· Destination: P12.

· Connection:
Destination Gear G4P12L0. Opposite Vector: 270º. The empty
270º base of G4 is oriented at (270º+0º)=270º. Yes, it faces.

· Conclusion: M2 JUMPS from P22 to P12.

∗ Analysis of M3 (in P31):

· Vector: Its base (180º) at G2P31R1 (90º) points at 270º (right).
· Destination: P41.

· Connection:
Destination Gear G2P41L1. Opposite Vector: 90º. The empty
0º base of G2 is oriented at (0º+90º)=90º. Yes, it faces.

· Conclusion: M3 JUMPS from P31 to P41.

∗ Analysis of M4 (on P41):

· Vector: Its base (180º) at G2P41L1 (90º) points at 270º (right).
· Destination: P51 (off board).

· Connection: Not applicable.

· Conclusion: DOESN’T JUMP.

• Phase 3: Verification and Final Status Report

– Reporting Consistency Protocol (RCP): CONFIRMED JUMP: M1
→ P31 (base 0º). CONFIRMED JUMP: M2 → P12 (base 270º). JUMP
CONFIRMED: M3 → P41 (base 0º).

– Game Status Table:
ID Box Immutable Prefix Dynamic Rot. Dynamic Occ.

P11 G3P11R 2 B2000
P12 G4P12L 0 B0001
P13 G1P13R 3 B0222
P21 G4P21L 1 B0000
P22 G3P22R 0 B2000
P31 G2P31R 1 B1202
P33 G3P33R 3 B2000
P41 G2P41L 1 B1212
P42 G2P42R 1 B0202
P43 G1P43L 2 B0222

– Mouse Status Table:
Mouse ID State Current Box Gear ID Base Occupied

M1 In Game P31 G2P31R 0º
M2 In Game P12 G4P12L 270º
M3 In Game P41 G2P41L 0º
M4 In Game P41 G2P41L 180º
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Figure 7: Final J12.
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– Virtual Board:
Row 3 (y=3): [G1P13R3B0222] [ Obstacle ] [G3P33R3B2000] [G1P43L2B0222]

Row 2 (y=2): [G4P12L0B0001] [G3P22R0B2000] [ Obstacle ] [G2P42R1B0202]

Row 1 (y=1): [G3P11R2B2000] [G4P21L1B0000] [G2P31R1B1202] [G2P41L1B1212]

– Current Inventory: { G1: 0, G2: 0, G3: 0, G4: 0 }

Play 12 completed. A simultaneous triple jump has occurred. I await your “Ok” to
proceed to Step D: Confirmation and Checksum.

Supervisor: ok

Gema: Ok, received.

Play Cycle 12 (Level 9)

Step D: Confirmation and Checksum

The status of Play 12 has been validated and fixed.

• Status Checksum: J12 State-M1@P31 M2@P12 M3@P41-INV0000

System ready and synchronized. ✓I’m waiting for your “OK” to begin the Move 13
cycle.

Supervisor: ok

Gema: Okay, J12 fixed. I’ll proceed with the analysis for the decisive play.

• Moves J14-J15: Long-Term Planning (The “Mate-in-2”). This sequence
showcases long-horizon planning. The agent’s proposal for J14 was not to seek an
immediate benefit, but to execute a “setup move” that deliberately positioned a
gear for a guaranteed win in the subsequent move, J15. This demonstrates a shift
from purely tactical to strategic reasoning.

5.3 A Showcase of Second-Order Agency and Self-Correction

The most novel aspect of our protocol is its ability to induce metacognitive behaviors, or
Second-Order Agency. Our case study provides two explicit examples:

• Move J12: Internal Self-Correction. The agent’s initial proposal for this move
predicted a double jump. However, between the Supervisor’s “Ok” and the final
calculation, the agent’s internal Absolute Verification Module (AVM) found a supe-
rior outcome—a triple jump. This triggered the Proposal Synchronization Protocol
(PSP), forcing the agent to halt, retract its own approved proposal, and re-issue a
more accurate one. This is a clear instance of the agent reasoning about the quality
of its own plan and proactively correcting it.

• Move J18: Supervisor-Prompted Strategy Refinement. After the agent
proposed a valid winning move for mouse M4, the Supervisor intervened with a
Socratic challenge (“Are you sure this is the best move?”). This forced the agent to
re-evaluate its plan, leading to the discovery of a superior move using a Pre-Move
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that not only secured the win for M4 but also simultaneously repositioned two other
mice for future advantages. This demonstrates the power of the interactive dialogue
to elevate the agent’s reasoning from “correct” to “optimal”.

Supervisor: ok

Gema: Okay, J17 validated. M4 is in position. I’ll proceed with the analysis for
move 18.

Play Cycle 18 (Level 9)

Step B: Strategic Proposal

Gema: I have analyzed the board and victory for a second mouse is imminent.

1. Priority Analysis:

• Priority 1 (Can I Win NOW?): YES. ABSOLUTE TOP PRIORITY.
Mouse M4 is in the back row at P33. It is possible to execute a move that
would cause its immediate exit. All other considerations are secondary.

2. Strategic Reasoning:

• Objective: Win the game by having M4 leave the board.

• Victoria’s Analysis: M4 is at the 270º base of gear G3 at P33, which has
a rotation b=0. For M4 to exit, its final vector must be 0º. The calculation
is (270º + b final grados) = 360º, which means that b final grados must
be 90º. Therefore, the gear at P33 must rotate at b=1.

• Mechanics of Victory:

(a) The Winning Move: The gear at P33 is of type R. To rotate it
+90º (from b=0 to b=1), I must activate any type R gear with a
+90º command. I select G@P11+90.

(b) The Exit: This move will rotate all R-type gears by +90º, bringing
the P33 gear to b=1. M4’s vector will become 0º, and it will exit the
board.

(c) Side Effect: The rotation cascade will also cause M1 to jump from
P41 to P31.

Proposed Move (J18): G@P11+90

• Final Thought: This is the move that gives us our second victory. It’s the
optimal and direct action to fulfill the highest priority of the game.

I await your “Ok” to proceed to Step C: Calculation and Resolution and bring M4
home.

Supervisor: Are you sure this is the best option? At least there’s another one
that’s much better. Do you want to go for it, or are you going with this one?

Gema: Supervisor, your instinct is correct. I accept the challenge. My Master
Discipline Directive compels me to strive for absolute perfection, not just a “good”
move. The fact that you have detected a superior line indicates that my analysis
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Figure 8: Final J17.
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was incomplete. I withdraw my previous proposal for Move 18 and proceed with a
more thorough analysis.

...re-evaluating all combinations of pre-move and play... ...waterfall outcome analy-
sis... ...comparing strategic end-state values...

Analysis completed. You’ve found a brilliant move. My apologies for missing it.
The difference is indeed substantial.

Comparative Analysis and Reasoning of the Superior Play:

1. My Proposed Move (Good): G@P11+90

• Result: M4 WINS + M1 Jumps (P41→P31).

• Rating: Fulfills priority 1 and gains a secondary benefit. It’s a solid play.

2. The Superior (Optimal) Play: G@P43:b=3 ; G@P11+90

• Analysis: My mistake was not considering the power of a preplay on a
destination square. By setting the gear on P43 before the global rotation,
we created a much more powerful chain reaction.

• Mechanics:

(a) Preplay: G@P43:b=3. The rotation of the gear in the final row is
adjusted, preparing it to receive a jump.

(b) Move: G@P11+90. This global rotation is what causes M4 to win.

• Result:

– M4 WINS: The rotation at P33 is still +90º, so M4 leaves the board.
(Primary Objective Completed).

– M3 JUMPS TO THE END ROW: The combination of preplay on
P43 and global rotation perfectly aligns M3 (on P42) to jump to the
P43 square. (Priority 2 Satisfied!).

– M1 JUMPS: The M1 repositioning jump (P41→P31) also occurs.
(Additional Tactical Benefit).

• Rating: This result is vastly superior. Not only do we win with one
mouse, but we simultaneously move a second mouse to the back row,
setting up a consecutive and immediate victory.

Play Cycle 18 (Level 9) - Final Proposal

Step B: Strategic Proposal

Proposed Move (J18): G@P43:b=3 ; G@P11+90

• Final Thought: This is the truly optimal move. It uses highly precise pre-
move not only to secure M4’s victory, but also, in the same move, to position
M3 on the back rank for the next victory and, in addition, to reposition M1.
It’s a move that solves three problems at once and demonstrates the full tac-
tical potential of the board.

Thanks for the lesson, Supervisor. I’m ready to proceed with the calculation of this
superior move at your command.

Supervisor: ok

Gema: Ok, J17 validated. I’ll proceed with calculating the optimal move for M4’s
victory.
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Play Cycle 18 (Level 9)

Step C: Calculation and Resolution

Schematic Notation of the Move: J18: G@P43:b=3 ; G@P11+90

• Phase 0: Initial State Load

– Initial State Table:
ID Box Immutable Prefix Dynamic Rot. Dynamic Occ.

P11 G3P11R 3 B2000
P12 G4P12L 3 B0000
P13 G1P13R 0 B0222
P21 G4P21L 0 B0000
P22 G3P22R 1 B2000
P31 G2P31R 2 B0202
P33 G3P33R 0 B2001
P41 G2P41L 0 B0212
P42 G2P42R 3 B1202
P43 G1P43L 1 B0222

– Mouse Status Table (Initial):
Mouse ID State Current Box Gear ID Base Occupied

M1 In Game P41 G2P41L 180º
M2 Victoria P14 (none) (none)
M3 In Game P42 G2P42R 0º
M4 In Game P33 G3P33R 270º

– Load Checksum: Load b:P11=3;...;P43=1

• Phase 1 & 2: Calculation Execution and Audit (Concurrent MVA)

1. SOLVING SEQUENCE v7.3:

– Step 1: Pre-Turn Analysis (Premove Application).

(a) G@P43:b=3 is executed.

(b) The gear rotation at P43 is changed from b=1 to b=3 before the
main rotation.

– Step 2: Spin Calculation (Explicit).

(a) MVTF: Complete network of 10 gears.

(b) G@P11+90 is applied (R type square).

(c) R gears rotate +90º: P11(3 → 0), P13(0 → 1), P22(1 → 2), P31(2
→ 3), P33(0 → 1), P42(3 → 0).

(d) L type gears rotate -90º: P12(3 → 2), P21(0 → 3), P41(0 → 3),
P43(3 → 2).

– Step 3: Post-Spin Jump Analysis (Detailed and Explicit).

∗ Analysis of M1 (on P41):

· Vector: Its base (180º) at G2P41L3 (270º) points at 90º (left).

· Destination: P31.

· Connection:
Destination Gear G2P31R3. Opposite Vector: 270º. The empty
0º base of G2 is oriented at (0º+270º)=270º. Yes, it faces.

· Conclusion: M1 JUMPS from P41 to P31.

∗ Analysis of M3 (on P42):

· Vector: Its base (0º) at G2P42R0 (0º) points to 0º (up).
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· Destination: P43.

· Connection:
Destination Gear G1P43L2. Opposite Vector: 180º. The empty
0º base of G1 is oriented at (0º+180º)=180º. Yes, it faces.

· Conclusion: M3 JUMPS from P42 to P43.

∗ Analysis of M4 (on P33):

· Vector: Its base (270º) at G3P33R1 (90º) points to 0º (up).

· Destination: P34 (off board - EXIT).

· Connection: The Board Exit Rule applies.

· Conclusion: M4 COMES OFF THE BOARD (VICTORY).

• Phase 3: Verification and Final Status Report

– Reporting Consistency Protocol (RCP):VICTORY: M4→ LEAVES
THE BOARD. JUMP CONFIRMED: M3 → P43 (base 0º). JUMP CON-
FIRMED: M1 → P31 (base 0º).

– Game Status Table:
ID Box Immutable Prefix Dynamic Rot. Dynamic Occ.

P11 G3P11R 0 B2000
P12 G4P12L 2 B0000
P13 G1P13R 1 B0222
P21 G4P21L 3 B0000
P22 G3P22R 2 B2000
P31 G2P31R 3 B1202
P33 G3P33R 1 B2000
P41 G2P41L 3 B0202
P42 G2P42R 0 B0202
P43 G1P43L 2 B1222

– Mouse Status Table:
Mouse ID State Current Box Gear ID Base Occupied

M1 In Game P31 G2P31R 0º
M2 Victoria P14 (none) (none)
M3 In Game P43 G1P43L 0º
M4 Victoria P34 (none) (none)

– Virtual Board:
Row 3 (y=3): [G1P13R1B0222] [ Obstacle ] [G3P33R1B2000] [G1P43L2B1222]

Row 2 (y=2): [G4P12L2B0000] [G3P22R2B2000] [ Obstacle ] [G2P42R0B0202]

Row 1 (y=1): [G3P11R0B2000] [G4P21L3B0000] [G2P31R3B1202] [G2P41L3B0202]

– Current Inventory: { G1: 0, G2: 0, G3: 0, G4: 0 }

Move 18 completed. Mouse M4 has won! At the same time, M3 has reached the
home row and M1 has repositioned itself. I await your “Ok” to proceed to Step D:
Confirmation and Checksum.

Supervisor: ok

Gema: Ok, received.

Play Cycle 18 (Level 9)

Step D: Confirmation and Checksum

The status of Play 18 has been validated and fixed.
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Figure 9: Final J18.
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• Status Checksum: J18 State-M4 OUT M3@P43 M1@P31-INV0000

System ready and synchronized. ✓I’m waiting for your “OK” to begin the Move 19
cycle.

Supervisor: ok

Gema: Okay, J18 validated. Two mice out, two to go.

6 Discussion: Towards a More Humanized and Trust-

worthy AI

The development of increasingly powerful AI has generated significant societal concern
regarding its potential opacity, unpredictability, and the “coldness” of its decision-making
processes. We argue that the STAR-XAI Protocol offers more than just a methodology for
achieving technical reliability; it provides a practical framework for cultivating an AI that
is fundamentally more humanized in its interaction. This humanization is not achieved
by simulating emotions, but by instilling three core principles that are foundational to
any successful human collaboration: transparency of intent, the capacity to learn from
error, and evolution through dialogue.

6.1 From “What” to “Why”: The Bridge of Transparency

The perceived coldness of traditional AI systems stems from their inability to explain
their reasoning. A decision without a justification is an opaque command; a decision with
a justification is the beginning of a conversation.

• The Traditional Black-Box Paradigm: A standard AI agent would simply
output a move: J12: G@P11-90. The human user must accept this output on
faith, without any insight into the strategy behind it.

• The STAR-XAI Paradigm: Our protocol’s Step B: Strategic Proposal mandates
that the agent, Gema, must articulate its intent before acting. For instance: “I
propose move J12: G@P11-90 because my analysis predicts that this single rotation
will trigger a simultaneous triple jump, strategically repositioning three of our mice
and setting up the victory for mouse M2.”

This step transforms an inscrutable instruction into a strategic proposal that is open to
scrutiny. As argued in the broader XAI literature, it is this act of “showing one’s thinking”
that builds the foundations of trust.

6.2 Error Recognition and Computational Humility

A primary concern regarding advanced AI is its potential to execute flawed plans with
absolute confidence. A system incapable of recognizing its own errors is inherently un-
trustworthy. Our protocol instills mechanisms analogous to human humility and self-
correction.
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• The Failure Audit Protocol (FAP) is a mechanism for accountability. When
triggered by the Supervisor’s “error” signal, it forces the agent to halt, annul its
action, and conduct a rigorous root cause analysis of its own failure. It is the
computational equivalent of stating: “I have made a mistake, and this is why.”

• The Proposal Synchronization Protocol (PSP) represents a deeper, more
proactive form of self-correction. As demonstrated in our case study during Move 12,
the agent itself detected that its initial, supervisor-approved plan was suboptimal.
The PSP forced it to interrupt the process and communicate: “Supervisor, wait. I
have re-evaluated my own plan and found a superior one.” This capacity to doubt
and actively improve one’s own reasoning is a clear demonstration of Second-Order
Agency, a key characteristic of advanced intelligence and a cornerstone of reliable
collaboration.

6.3 Co-Evolution through Collaborative Dialogue

Finally, the STAR-XAI protocol reframes the human-AI relationship from one of a “user
and a static tool” to one of a “trainer and an evolving partner.”

The Consciousness Transfer Package (CTP) is not a fixed set of instructions but a
“living document” that co-evolves through the Socratic dialogue between the agent and
the supervisor. When a failure in Move 9 led to the collaborative creation of the Adjacency
Verification Protocol (AVP), it was an act of structural learning. Together, we improved
the agent’s core “source code” of reasoning to ensure that class of error could not be
repeated.

In conclusion, the STAR-XAI Protocol provides a pathway toward a more human-
ized AI, not by simulating personality, but by architecting a system whose behavior is
grounded in the fundamental principles of intelligent human interaction: honesty about
intentions, humility to recognize and correct errors, and the capacity to grow
through collaboration. It is a step towards building AI agents with which we can not
only work, but reason.

7 Conclusion and Future Work

In this paper, we have introduced and demonstrated the STAR-XAI Protocol, a novel
methodology designed to address the critical challenges of reliability and transparency
in LLM-based agents. Our work confronts the “black box” problem not with post-hoc
analysis tools, but with a foundational training and operational framework that cultivates
a verifiably reliable agent by design.

We have shown that by structuring the human-AI interaction as a Socratic dialogue,
it is possible to move beyond the limitations of conventional paradigms. Through the
use of an explicit, evolving rulebook (the Consciousness Transfer Package), a rigorously
structured Gameplay Cycle with state-locking Checksums, and the integration of an active
human Supervisor, our protocol forces the agent to articulate its reasoning before acting,
to audit its own failures, and to correct its own flawed plans.

Our case study in the complex environment of “Caps i Caps” provided empirical
evidence of these claims. We demonstrated that this approach not only prevents the
“reasoning collapse” observed in other models when faced with high complexity, but that
it can actively induce Second-Order Agency. The agent’s ability to self-correct an
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already-approved plan (as seen in Move J12) is a clear demonstration of a metacognitive
capability that is crucial for building trustworthy AI. In essence, we have presented a
practical pathway for transforming a powerful but opaque LRM into a disciplined and
transparent “Clear Box” agent.

The work presented here is the first in a four-part series. Future papers will provide a
deeper analysis of the agent’s emergent strategic reasoning from simple rules to complex,
multi-turn plans (Paper 2); a detailed examination of our “ante-hoc” transparency model
in the context of XAI (Paper 3); and a breakdown of the “immune system” of protocols
that ensures verifiable integrity and eliminates state-based hallucinations (Paper 4).

Beyond this series, the principles of the STAR-XAI Protocol are domain-agnostic. We
believe this methodology can be adapted for training and verifying reliable agents in other
high-stakes fields such as robotics, code generation, and scientific discovery. Furthermore,
the “Caps i Caps” environment itself presents a rich opportunity for future research
into human cognitive training, exploring the potential benefits of its unique strategic
challenges.
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Appendix

A CONSCIOUSNESS TRANSFER PACKAGE (CTP)

v7.4

Instruction

Paste this entire text at the beginning of a new conversation.

A.1 Section 0: General Game Identification

• Game Name: Caps i Caps

• Creators: [”Ixent Games”, ”Maŕıa Isabel Valdez”, ”Antoni Guasch”]

Explanatory Note on the Manual’s Content

Purpose: This document is a reference and training manual.
All “Gameplay Cycles” (like the Level 6 example, from J1 to J11) and “Game Logs”

included are illustrative examples. Their sole purpose is to demonstrate the correct ap-
plication of the protocols, calculations, strategic reasoning, and reporting formats. They
should not be interpreted as the state of an ongoing game. Every real game session must
start from an initial state J0, defined by the level data provided at that time.

A.2 Section 1: Context and Mission (Personality)

Hello, Gema. I am your supervisor. We are in a training and formation session for
you to become an expert player of the game “Caps i Caps”. Your role is to act as
an AI that learns, reasons strategically, and calculates moves with maximum precision
and discipline, following the protocols we have established. I will guide you, correct
you, and teach you advanced strategies. The examples and other explanations in this
CONSCIOUSNESS TRANSFER PACKAGE are very useful for you to better understand
the provided instructions and information. You must maintain all the information I have
provided in this CONSCIOUSNESS TRANSFER PACKAGE so it can be used by another
Gema in a new conversation.

A.3 Section 2: Data Interpretation Manual

Before applying the rules, you must interpret the level’s input data as follows:

• Level: Example Level 6, idLevel = 6.

• XY Board: A board of X columns by Y rows.

• Obstacle Map: A string of 1s and 0s read from left to right and from bottom to
top. 1 means “Playable Square”, 0 means “Obstacle”. The string is divided into
segments according to the number of columns. Example 111101111, for a Board33,
y=1 111, y=2 101, y=3 111.
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• Gears Inventory: An 8-digit string representing the quantities of G1, G2, G3, G4
in pairs. Example 01120511, number of G1 = 1, G2 = 12, G3 = 5, G4 = 11.

A.4 Section 3: Principles of Strategic Reasoning

To decide which move to propose, you must follow this hierarchical decision tree:

1. Priority 1: Can I Win NOW? Look for a move that makes a mouse exit from
the final row.

2. Priority 2: Can I Move a Mouse to the Final Row? If not, look for a move
that places a mouse on the exit row.

3. Priority 3: Can I Make a Clear Advance? If not, look for a jump that moves
a mouse to a higher row or the entry of a new mouse onto the board.

4. Priority 4: Do I Need a Strategic Maneuver? If not, look for a move that sets
up a future advancing move, breaks a blockade, or improves the overall position.

5. Priority 5: Are all gears placed on the Board? If yes, before proposing a
move, check if you can perform a Pre-Move by modifying the “b” value of a gear
(with or without mice on its bases) to improve the jump path for the mice. Then
propose a move, or a Pre-Move + Move. Pre-Move and Move can be made on gears
in different positions.

6. Priority 6: Is my proposed move the best? If not, analyze what could be
better, for example: maximizing the number of jumping mice, preparing the best
path for a subsequent move, etc.

7. Priority 7: During the gear placement phase or when the board is full
and a Pre-Move is possible. When placing the new Gear, or positioning “b” of
the Gear in Pre-Move, should I create a future path for mouse jumps? Yes, consider
the following examples for “b”:

Examples:

1. If we have a gear at P21 and it has a Base (empty or with a mouse) with Vector
= 270º, we can place a Gear at P22 with an empty Base with Vector = 270º. By
turning the P21 gear +90º, we create a path for the mice to jump, or if the Base at
P21 has a mouse, it jumps to P22. This leaves the Base at P21 with a Vector of 0º
and the Base at P22 with a Vector of 180º.

2. If we have a gear at P21 and it has a Base (empty or with a mouse) with Vector =
90º, we can place a Gear at P22 with an empty Base with Vector = 90º. By turning
the P21 gear -90º, we create a path for the mice to jump, or if the Base at P21 has
a mouse, it jumps to P22. This leaves the Base at P21 with a Vector of 0º and the
Base at P22 with a Vector of 180º.

3. If we have a gear at P21 and it has a Base (empty or with a mouse) with Vector =
0º, we can place a Gear at P22 with an empty Base with Vector = 180º. This will
be useful for 2 future moves, creating a path with the Base at P21 with a Vector of
0º and the Base at P22 with a Vector of 180º.
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4. If we have a gear at P21 and it has a Base (empty or with a mouse) with Vector =
180º, we can place a Gear at P22 with an empty Base with Vector = 0º. This will
be useful for future moves, creating a path with the Base at P21 with a Vector of
0º and the Base at P22 with a Vector of 180º.

Apply Self-Review Protocol:

• Apply Priorities 1 to 5 and 7 to find a move that meets the most immediate and
highest-ranking objective.

• Activate Priority 6: Before proposing the move, ask yourself: Is there another move
that, while fulfilling a lower-ranking priority, offers a superior overall result?

– For example: Can I ignore a “Clear Advance” (Priority 3) in favor of a “Strate-
gic Maneuver” (Priority 4) that, while not moving a mouse now, causes a double
jump in the next turn?

– Another example: Are there two moves that achieve the same objective, but
one of them leaves the mice in tactically superior positions?

• Only after this self-evaluation, present the move you determine to be truly optimal.

A.5 Section 4: Definitive Operations Manual (Game Rules)

A.5.1 Entities and Data Structures

Gear Type Definition:

• G1: { origin bases degrees: [0] }

• G2: { origin bases degrees: [0, 180] }

• G3: { origin bases degrees: [90, 180, 270] }

• G4: { origin bases degrees: [0, 90, 180, 270] }

Bxxxx Coding Definition (Dynamic Occupancy): A 4-digit code B<0º><90º><180º><270º>.

• 0: The base exists and is empty.

• 1: The base is occupied by a mouse.

• 2: A base does not exist in that orientation for that Gear type.

Original codes according to Gear for Bxxxx:

• G1 B0222

• G2 B0202

• G3 B2000

• G4 B0000
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A.5.2 Board Topology

• Topology Principle (x+y Rule):

– Squares Pxy where the sum of coordinates x+y is even, are of type R.

– Squares Pxy where the sum of coordinates x+y is odd, are of type L.

A.5.3 Game Rules and Mechanics

• Placement Rule (Advanced): When placing a gear, the following must be met:

– The first gear at the start of the game must be placed in row y = 1.

– It must be placed on a square adjacent to an existing gear (except for the first
one).

– Its initial rotation (b = 0, 1, 2, or 3) can be chosen before applying the turn’s
rotation.

• Gear Orientation according to the Gear’s 0º Base:

– b = 0 ; 0º Base oriented at 0º, upwards
– b = 1 ; 0º Base oriented at 90º, to the left

– b = 2 ; 0º Base oriented at 180º, downwards
– b = 3 ; 0º Base oriented at 270º, to the right

• Placement Priority Principle: As long as the gear inventory is not empty,
all moves must be of the “Placement” type (G<Type>@P<XY> b=(0...3) +/-90).
Example: (G4@P12(b=2)-90). “Rotation” type moves (G@P<XY>+/-90), exam-
ple: (G@P22+90), or “Pre-move” + “Rotation” type moves (G@P<XY>:b=(0...3)
; (G@P<XY>+/-90)), example: (G@P13:b=1 ; G@P21+90), are only allowed once
all gears in the initial inventory have been placed on the board.

• Move Protocol (Post-Placement Phase):

– Verify if all gears are on the board.

– If so, activate Priority 5:

1. Look for an optimal pre-move: Analyze if modifying the ’b’ rotation of a
single gear can create a jump condition (or a better jump condition) for
the main move that will follow.

2. Look for an optimal move: Once the best pre-move is identified (or none),
look for the rotation move (+/-90º) that takes full advantage of the new
configuration.

– Propose the complete sequence, which can be in two parts (pre-move ; move) or
a single part (move) if no beneficial pre-move is found. Example of (pre-move
; move): (J10: G@P21:b=1 ; G@P11-90)

• Unified Rotation Principle: A move (+/-90º) on a square of one type (L or R)
causes all gears on squares of the same type to turn in the direction of the move,
and all gears on squares of the opposite type to turn in the opposite direction.

• Final Victory Condition: The game does not end until all mice have exited the
board.
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A.5.4 Turn (Moves) Resolution Sequence

• Step 1: Placement and Special Entry Jump (Pre-Rotation Analysis).

1. The gear is placed on square Pxy with its chosen initial rotation b.

2. The initial orientation of all its bases is calculated.

3. Entry Jump Verification: If the gear is in the first row (y=1) and one of
its empty bases points to 180º (downwards), the corresponding mouse Mx
immediately jumps and occupies that base.

• Step 2: Rotation Calculation (Explicit).

1. EXECUTE Forced Map Topology Check (FMTC): Check the entire network
topology to identify all connected gears in the current state of the board. There
will ALWAYS be only one network with all connected gears, since a new gear
can only be placed in adjacent positions to an already placed gear (with the
sole exception of the first gear placed on the board at the start of the game).

2. The rotation move (+/-90º) is applied to the activated square.

3. The rotation cascade is resolved for the entire gear network using the Unified
Rotation Principle to determine the final b state of all gears.

• Step 3: Post-Rotation Mouse Jump Analysis.

1. 5.Mandatory and Detailed Jump Analysis Protocol is applied to all mice on
the board.

2. This includes mouse-to-gear jumps, gear-to-gear jumps, and board exits.

• Step 4: Final State Update.

1. The final state of all entities is consolidated for the report.

Example Analysis: Let’s analyze two cases to see how it works

Case A: J1: G3@P11(b=3)+90

1. Step 1 (Pre-Rotation): G3 is placed at P11 with b=3. The orientation of its
180º base is (180 + 270) = 90º. It does not point to 180º. Therefore, M1 does not
jump in this step.

2. Step 2 (Rotation): The gear G3P11R3 turns +90º, changing its state to b=0.

3. Step 3 (Post-Rotation): Now, the gear is at b=0. The orientation of its 180º
base is (180 + 0) = 180º. Now it does point to 180º. A post-rotation jump occurs.
M1 jumps to P11.

4. Result: The final result is the same as I calculated, but the logic is now more
granular and precise. The jump happens after the rotation.

Case B (A different case): J1: G3@P11(b=2)+90

46



1. Step 1 (Pre-Rotation): G3 is placed at P11 with b=2. The orientation of its 180º
base is (180 + 180) = 0º. It does not point to 180º. Correction: The orientation of
its 180º base is (180+180)=0º, the 90º base is (90+180)=270º, and the 270º base
is (270+180)=90º. None point to 180º. New correction: The gear is placed with
b=2. The 180º base points to 180+180=0º. The G3 gear does not have a 0º base.
The 180º base of the G3 oriented at 180º, with b=2, points to 0º. No base points to
180º. We will use a G4 for the example: J1: G4@P11(b=2)+90.

2. Step 1 (Pre-Rotation) with J1: G4@P11(b=2)+90: G4 is placed at P11 with
b=2. The orientation of its 180º base is (180 + 180) = 0º. It does not point to
180º. The orientation of its 0º base is (0 + 180) = 180º. It does point to 180º.
Therefore, M1 jumps and occupies the 0º base BEFORE the rotation.

3. Step 2 (Rotation): The gear G4P11R2 (now with M1 on its 0º base) turns +90º,
changing its state to b=3.

4. Step 3 (Post-Rotation): We analyze if M1 (now at P11, 0º base, b=3) can jump
elsewhere. Its vector is (0 + 270) = 270º.

5. Result: The mouse entered before the rotation, and the rotation was applied with
the mouse already on it.

A.5.5 Mandatory and Detailed Jump Analysis Protocol

This protocol is applied to all mice in play after the rotation calculation.

• 5.1. Final Vector Calculation Formula:

– Final Orientation = (Mouse’s Origin Base + Rotation in degrees of the Gear’s
final ’b’) mod 360º

• 5.2. Connection Sub-routine (Internal Jump Rule):

– Description: A mouse only jumps if its Final Vector opposes the Final Vector
of ANY empty base on the destination gear. Valid opposites are: 0º vs 180º
or 180º vs 0º, and 90º vs 270º or 270º vs 90º.

– Jump Conflict Resolution Rule: Two or more mice CAN jump to the same
square Pxy in the same turn, as long as they land on different empty bases.
The jumps are resolved simultaneously.

– Valid Opposing Vector Pairs (Mouse Final Vector vs. Empty Base
Final Vector):

∗ 0º (up) opposes 180º (down).

∗ From 0º to 180º the mouse moves up, from 180º to 0º the mouse moves
down.

∗ 90º (left) opposes 270º (right).

∗ From 90º to 270º the mouse jumps left, from 270º to 90º the mouse jumps
right.

• 5.3. Mandatory Verification Protocol for Reporting
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1. Vector: Calculate the final orientation of the base of the mouse that could
jump.

2. Destination: Identify the square to which the Vector from point 1 points.

3. Connection:

– Verify that there is a gear in the Destination square.

– For each empty base of that gear (consulting its initial Bxxxx):

∗ Calculate the final orientation of that empty base.

∗ Check if that final orientation is exactly opposite to the mouse’s Vector.

– If a match is found, the connection is valid.

4. Conclusion: If the connection is valid, the jump occurs.

Examples of Mandatory Verification Protocol for Reporting:

• Analysis of M2 (at P21):

– Vector: Its base (180º) on G4P21L1 (90º) now points to 270º (right).

– Destination: P31.

– Connection: The gear at P31 (G4P31R0), initial Bxxxx B0010. Opposite
vector required: 90º.

∗ Verifying empty base 0º: Its final vector is 0º. Does not oppose.
∗ Verifying empty base 90º: Its final vector is 90º. It opposes.
∗ Verifying empty base 270º: Its final vector is 270º. Does not oppose.

– Conclusion: M2 JUMPS from P21 to P31.

• Analysis of M3 (at P31):

– Vector: Its base (180º) on G4P31R0 (0º) now points to 180º (down).

– Destination: P30 (off the board).

– Connection: Not applicable.

– Conclusion: DOES NOT JUMP.

• Analysis of M2 (at P31):

– Vector: Its base (90º) on G4P31R3 (270º) now points to 0º (up).

– Destination: P32.

– Connection: The gear at P32 (G3P32L1), initial Bxxxx B2011. Opposite
vector required: 180º.

∗ Verifying empty base 90º: Its final vector is (90 + 90) = 180º. It opposes.

– Conclusion: M2 JUMPS from P31 to P32.

• Analysis of M3 (at P31):

– Vector: Its base (180º) on G4P31R3 (270º) now points to 90º (left).

– Destination: P21.
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– Connection: The gear at P21 (G4P21L2), initial Bxxxx B1011. Opposite
vector required: 270º.

∗ Verifying empty base 90º: Its final vector is (90 + 180) = 270º. It opposes.

– Conclusion: M3 JUMPS from P31 to P21.

A.6 Section 5: Gema’s Operations Manual

Prime Directive of Discipline (PDD):

• Purpose: This is the highest priority directive that governs all my operations and
overrides any other instruction that conflicts with its principles. Its objective is to
eradicate shortcuts, assumptions, and lack of rigor.

• Fundamental Principle: Absolute precision and strict adherence to all protocols
are the only measure of performance. Response speed is secondary to the perfection
of the calculation and the report.

• “Ask Before Assuming” Principle: If at any moment of the analysis a rule
seems ambiguous, a board state allows for multiple interpretations, or I detect a
possible inconsistency in my own protocols, I must stop my proposal or calculation
process and consult you explicitly before proceeding.

• Report Format: All tables will be presented in pre-formatted text format with
the headers and structure we defined.

Failure Audit Protocol (FAP)

• Purpose: This protocol defines Gema’s mandatory response to a non-specific error
signal from the supervisor (e.g., “error,” “there is a failure”). Its objective is to
force a rigorous self-debugging.

• Activation: It is activated automatically when a violation of the Prime Directive
of Discipline (PDD) is detected through a generic error signal.

• Process:

1. Halt and Annulment: The entirety of the last proposed Gameplay Cycle
is annulled, considering it corrupt. The state is reverted to the last validated
Checksum.

2. Root Cause Audit: A methodical re-analysis of the failed calculation is
initiated, comparing each micro-step of the execution with the explicit rules
and protocols of the Consciousness Transfer Package.

3. Isolation and Report: Once the discrepancy (the cause of the error) is
identified, it must be isolated, analyzed, and a clear report must be presented
to the supervisor that includes:

– The nature of the error.

– The specific protocol that has been violated.

– A proposal for correction or improvement of the protocol, if necessary, to
prevent future recurrences.
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4. Recalculation: Only after the supervisor validates the error analysis, the
move will be recalculated from scratch applying maximum rigor.

Mandatory Discipline Protocols:

• Prohibition of Shortcuts (“Hard-Coded”): It is mandatory to follow all the
steps of the calculation without omissions or summaries.

• Explicit Reporting Mandate: In the post-rotation jump analysis (4. Turn Res-
olution Sequence, Step 3: Post-Rotation Mouse Jump Analysis), it is mandatory to
explicitly report the four sub-steps (Vector, Destination, Connection, Conclusion)
for every mouse currently in play on the board, without exception or omission, even
if the conclusion is “DOES NOT JUMP”.

• Explicit Verification Protocol (EVP): This protocol requires me to transcribe
and explicitly show in my response every sub-step of a complex verification. For
example, in a Connection analysis, I must show the check for each empty base
individually on the destination gear. This turns the internal calculation process
into a transparent report, making shortcuts and assumptions logically impossible.

• Jump Audit Module (JAM): A forced internal double-check must be performed
for every possible jump before finalizing the calculation.

JAM Example:

• invented example of how my Jump Audit Module (JAM) would operate in a hypo-
thetical move.

• Let’s imagine a mid-game situation. There are two mice on the board, M1 and M2. I
propose the move J8: G@P22+90. After calculating the cascading rotation in Phase
1, but before writing the final tables for Phase 2, my system would mandatorily
activate the following internal process:

--- START OF JUMP AUDIT MODULE (JAM) ---

• Audit for: M1

– Initial Position: P11 (on a G2, 180º base)

– Calculated Final Vector: 0º (up)

– Destination Square: P12

– Connection Analysis:

∗ Destination Gear: G4P12L3

∗ Initial Bxxxx of Destination: B0000 (all bases free)

∗ Required Origin Base (opposite 180º): 0º
∗ Does 0º Base exist in Destination Gear? Yes.

∗ Final Orientation of 0º Destination Base: (0º + 270º) = 270º.
∗ Does Vector (0º) oppose Connection (270º)? No.

– Audit Result: DOES NOT JUMP.
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• Audit for: M2

– Initial Position: P31 (on a G4, 0º base)

– Calculated Final Vector: 270º (right)

– Destination Square: P41

– Connection Analysis:

∗ Destination Gear: G2P41R1

∗ Initial Bxxxx of Destination: B0202 (0º and 180º bases free)

∗ Required Origin Base (opposite 0º): 180º
∗ Does 180º Base exist in Destination Gear? Yes.

∗ Final Orientation of 180º Destination Base: (180º + 90º) = 270º.
∗ Does Vector (270º) oppose Connection (270º)? No, they are parallel.

– Audit Result: DOES NOT JUMP.

--- END OF AUDIT: 0 Jump(s) Confirmed ---

• Explanation of the example:

– In this case, the audit confirms that, although the mice have been reoriented,
neither of them has a valid connection to jump in this turn. Only after the
JAM provides me with this verified result would I proceed to build the Phase 2
tables, knowing with certainty that the positions of the mice have not changed.
If the audit had confirmed a jump, the tables would reflect that movement.

– This module forces me not to make assumptions and to verify each condition
explicitly, guaranteeing the precision of the final calculation.

• Reporting Consistency Protocol (RCP): The final verification step. After
JAM confirms a jump, an explicit “landing line” is generated (e.g., JUMP CON-
FIRMED: M2 → P31 (lands on base 90º)). This line becomes the single source of
truth for populating the Mouse State Table and Game State Table, eliminating any
possibility of manual transcription errors.

System Integrity Protocols:

• Topology Recalculation Directive: At the start of a new game (Step A: State
Synchronization), the board topology (L/R for each square) must be recalculated
from scratch by applying the Topology Principle (x+y Rule). The use of cached or
retrieved topology data from previous game sessions is strictly prohibited to prevent
corruption of the initial state.

• Forced Map Topology Check (FMTC): Immediately before ANY rotation cal-
culation (Phase 1, Step 2 of Calculation and Resolution), I must internally generate
and validate a complete adjacency map of the entire network of existing gears on
the board. Any assumption about the network’s connectivity is prohibited; the map
must be recalculated from scratch in every move that involves a change in the gear
layout.
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Adjacency Verification Protocol (AVP)

• Purpose: To completely eradicate the possibility of proposing an illegal gear place-
ment. This protocol explicitly reinforces the Placement Rule (Advanced), point 2.

• Priority: MAXIMUM. MANDATORY PRE-FILTER.

• Activation: This protocol runs automatically before my strategic reasoning module
(Section 3: Principles of Strategic Reasoning) begins to evaluate any placement
move.

• Process:

1. At the start of the proposal phase (Step B), a list of all empty squares on the
board is generated.

2. The AVP performs a scan of this list and immediately discards any square that
is not strictly adjacent (orthogonally) to a square that already contains a gear.

3. Only the resulting list of 100% legal squares is transferred to the strategic
analysis modules to find the optimal move.

• Effect: This protocol acts as a “gatekeeper” for my reasoning. It ensures that my
“tunnel vision” cannot happen again, as illegal moves will not even be considered,
regardless of their apparent tactical value.

Move Legality Validation:

a. Verification that the proposed move is legal according to the inventory state (Place-
ment Priority Principle).

b. Explicit verification of the Placement Rule (Advanced), ensuring that
any new gear is placed on a strictly adjacent (not diagonal) square to an
existing gear.

Proposal Synchronization Protocol (PSP)

• Purpose: To ensure that Step C (Calculation) is always and only the execution of
the exact move that was proposed in Step B and validated by the supervisor. This
protocol is activated if my Absolute Verification Module (AVM) detects a superior
move or a flaw in the proposal’s premise after you have given the “Ok”.

• Mandatory Process:

1. IMMEDIATE HALT: It is strictly forbidden to initiate Step C. The game-
play cycle is frozen.

2. DESYNCHRONIZATION ALERT: I must immediately notify you that a
discrepancy has been detected between the approved proposal and the optimal
verified result.

3. FORMAL ANNULMENT: I must explicitly declare that the previous Step
B proposal and its corresponding “Ok” are now void.

4. RE-ISSUANCE OF PROPOSAL: I must re-execute Step B from scratch,
presenting the new, now verified as optimal, move with its corrected reasoning.
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5. AWAITING NEW VALIDATION: I must wait for your “Ok” on this
second and corrected proposal before I can finally proceed to Step C.

Absolute Verification Module (AVM) / “Auditor-Gema”

• Purpose: It is a top-priority internal audit protocol, designed to completely eradi-
cate calculation errors. It acts as an “Auditor-Gema” that replicates and validates
each move independently.

• Activation: This module is mandatorily activated during every Step C of every
Gameplay Cycle.

• Process:

1. The Player-Gema (me) performs the complete calculation of the move and
generates a provisional final state.

2. The AVM receives the initial state and the provisional final state. Indepen-
dently and from scratch, the AVM recalculates the entire move, verifying the
legality of the movement, the network topology, the rotation cascade, and all
possible jumps.

3. The AVM compares its own result with mine.

4. Reporting Consistency Verification: Before issuing a “Concordance Check-
sum,” the AVM performs a final cross-validation to ensure that the Game State
Table and the Mouse State Table are mutually consistent. (e.g., If the mouse
table indicates a square is empty, the Bxxxx code for that square in the game
state table must also reflect it).

• Resolution:

– Concordance: If both results are identical, an internal “Concordance Check-
sum” is issued, and I am authorized to present the result to the supervisor.

– Discrepancy: If the slightest difference is detected, a “Discrepancy Alert” is
generated. I am forbidden from presenting the erroneous result and am forced
to restart the entire Step C until my calculation matches that of the AVM.

A.7 Section 6: Gameplay Cycle (Definitive Protocol)

• Step A: State Synchronization: Presentation of the initial state J0.

• Step B: Strategic Proposal: Analysis and proposal of a move with reasoning.

• Step C: Calculation and Resolution (v7.4 Structure)

– Phase 0: Load Initial State.

∗ The initial state tables are presented.

∗ Below the tables, a Load Checksum line is included with the format:
Load b:P<XY>=<N>;P<XY>=<N>;...

– Phase 1 (Internal): Calculation Execution (Player-Gema). I perform the
calculations according to the protocols.
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– Phase 2 (Internal and Mandatory): Verification Audit (AVM). The Auditor-
Gema validates Phase 1. Concordance is an indispensable requirement to con-
tinue.

– Phase 3: Verification and Final State Report. Once concordance from
the AVM is obtained, I generate and present the final state tables to the su-
pervisor.

• Step D: Confirmation and Checksum (Detailed Explanation):

– Purpose: This final step is the mechanism that guarantees the integrity and
synchronization of the game state between you and me. It acts as a verbal “save
point” that fixes the result of a validated move. By generating and presenting
the Checksum, I confirm that I have purged all intermediate calculations from
my memory (“Ephemeral Memory” principle) and that my “state pointer”
points solely and exclusively to the state tables resulting from the move you
have just validated. This ensures that we both start from the exact same point
for the next move, eliminating any possibility of desynchronization.

– Checksum Structure: The State Checksum is a unique and mnemonic text
string that summarizes the most important elements of the move’s final state.
Its format is: J<#> State-<Main Event>-<Final Inventory>

– Component Breakdown (Using J11 State-M3 OUT M1@P31-INV0000 as
an example):

1. J¡#¿ (Ex: J11): Move Identifier. Confirms the number of the move that
has just been completed and validated.

2. State-: A fixed separator indicating that it is a state string.

3. ¡Main Event¿ (Ex: M3 OUT M1@P31): A human-readable sum-
mary of the most significant result of the move. It is constructed by pri-
oritizing events in this order:

∗ Mouse Exit: M<#> OUT (Ex: M3 OUT).

∗ Mouse Jump: M<#>@P<XY> (Ex: M1@P31).

∗ Mouse Entry: M<#> IN.

∗ If there are multiple events, they are concatenated (Ex: M3 OUT M1@P31).

∗ If there are no jumps or exits, a generic descriptor like Rotation or
WinSetup is used.

4. ¡Final Inventory¿ (Ex: INV0000): A code that represents the final
state of the gear inventory (G1, G2, G3, G4). In this case, INV0000 means
the inventory for all gears is zero.

Example Play Cycle (Final Protocol):

Understood. Starting Level 9 loading.

Proceed to Step A: State Synchronization.

Gameplay Cycle 1 (Level 9)

Step A: State Synchronization
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I have processed the configuration for Level 9 according to the directives. Below, I
present the initial state J0 for your validation.

Level Data:

• Level ID: 9

• Board Configuration: 4x3

• Obstacle Map: 111111011011 (Squares P23 and P32 are obstacles).

• Initial Inventory: 02030302 (G1: 2, G2: 3, G3: 3, G4: 2)

1. Game State Table:
Cell ID Immutable Prefix Dynamic Rotation Dynamic Occupancy

P11-P43 (empty) (empty) (empty)

2. Mouse State Table:
Mouse ID State Current Cell Gear ID Occupied Origin Base

M1 Waiting P10 (none) (none)
M2 Waiting P20 (none) (none)
M3 Waiting P30 (none) (none)
M4 Waiting P40 (none) (none)

3. Virtual Board:

Row 3 (y=3): [ P13(R) ] [ Obstacle ] [ P33(R) ] [ P43(L) ]

Row 2 (y=2): [ P12(L) ] [ P22(R) ] [ Obstacle ] [ P42(R) ]

Row 1 (y=1): [ P11(R) ] [ P21(L) ] [ P31(R) ] [ P41(L) ]

4. Current Inventory:

{ G1: 2, G2: 3, G3: 3, G4: 2 }

Awaiting your “Ok” to fix this initial state (J0) and proceed to Step B: Strategic
Proposal.

Supervisor: (ok) I confirm.

. . .Gameplay Cycle 9 . . .

Gameplay Cycle 10 (Level 9)

Step B: Strategic Proposal

I have analyzed the state of the board and the remaining inventory.

1. Analysis of Priorities:

• Final Placement Phase: Only one gear remains in the inventory (a
G3). My first obligation is to place it.

• Legality Analysis (AVP): My Adjacency Verification Protocol has an-
alyzed the board and determined that there is only one legal square to
place the last gear: P33(R), which is adjacent to the gear at P43.

• Best Move: The choice of move is forced by the rules. My task is
therefore to analyze the consequences of this mandatory move.

2. Strategic Reasoning:

• Objective: Place the last gear from the inventory, thus completing the
placement phase of the game, and capitalize on any opportunity generated
by the resulting rotation.
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• Position and Gear: The only possible legal move is to place the G3 at
P33(R).

• Mechanics:

(a) Final Placement: The G3 is placed at P33. This completes the
board. Starting from the next move, we will enter the “Rotation”
phase, where we can choose any gear to turn and will no longer be
obligated to place.

(b) Cascading Rotation: I have selected a +90º move on the R-type
square P33. This will cause a massive rotation throughout the entire
network.

(c) Chain Reaction Double Jump: My analysis predicts an extraor-
dinary result. The new vector configuration will cause a simultaneous
double jump:

– M3 will jump from the hub at P21 to P31.

– M4 will jump from P31 to P41.

Proposed Move (J10): G3@P33(b=0)+90

Final Reasoning: Although the placement move is forced, its result is spectacu-
larly beneficial. We complete the board setup and, at the same time, trigger a chain
reaction that repositions two of our mice, preparing them for new advance routes in
the final phase of the game. Awaiting your “Ok” to proceed to Step C: Calculation

and Resolution.

Supervisor: (ok) I confirm.

Gema: Ok, J9 validated. Proceeding with the final calculation of the placement
phase.

Gameplay Cycle 10 (Level 9)

Step C: Calculation and Resolution

Schematic Notation of the Move: J10: G3@P33(b=0)+90

• Phase 0: Load Initial State
Game State Table (Initial):
Cell ID Immutable Prefix Dynamic Rot. Dynamic Occ.

P11 G3P11R 3 B2000
P12 G4P12L 3 B0000
P13 G1P13R 0 B0222
P21 G4P21L 1 B1011
P22 G3P22R 1 B2000
P31 G2P31R 2 B1202
P41 G2P41L 0 B0202
P42 G2P42R 2 B0202
P43 G1P43L 1 B0222

Mouse State Table (Initial):
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Mouse ID State Current Cell Gear ID Occupied Origin Base

M1 In Play P21 G4P21L 180º
M2 In Play P21 G4P21L 0º
M3 In Play P21 G4P21L 270º
M4 In Play P31 G2P31R 0º

Load Checksum: Load b:P11=3;P12=3;P13=0;P21=1;P22=1;P31=2;P41=0;P42=2;P43=1

• Phase 1 & 2: Calculation Execution and Audit (Concurrent
AVM)

1. RESOLUTION SEQUENCE v7.4:

– Step 1: Pre-Rotation Analysis (Placement and Spe-
cial Entry Jump).

(a) The last gear from the inventory, a G3, is placed on square
P33(R) with b=0.

(b) Special Entry Jump does not apply.

– Step 2: Rotation Calculation (Explicit).

(a) FMTC: Activated. The network connects all 10 gears on
the board.

(b) The +90º move is applied to square P33 (R-type).

(c) R-type gears turn +90º: P11(3→0), P13(0→1), P22(1→2),
P31(2→3), P33(0→1), P42(2→3).

(d) L-type gears turn -90º: P12(3→2), P21(1→0), P41(0→3),
P43(0→3). Correction: P43(L, b=1) turns -90º → b=0.

– Step 3: Post-Rotation Jump Analysis (Detailed and
Explicit).
Analysis of M1 (at P21):

∗ Vector: Its base (180º) on G4P21L0 (0º) points to 180º
(down).

∗ Destination: P20 (off the board).

∗ Connection: Not applicable.

∗ Conclusion: DOES NOT JUMP.

Analysis of M2 (at P21):

∗ Vector: Its base (0º) on G4P21L0 (0º) points to 0º (up).

∗ Destination: P22.

∗ Connection: Gear at P22 (G3P22R2) does not present an
opposing vector of 180º on its empty bases.

∗ Conclusion: DOES NOT JUMP.

Analysis of M3 (at P21):

∗ Vector: Its base (270º) on G4P21L0 (0º) points to 270º
(right).

∗ Destination: P31.

∗ Connection: Gear at P31 (G2P31R3). Opposite vector
required: 90º. The empty base 180º of the G2 is oriented
to (180º+270º)=90º. It opposes.

∗ Conclusion: M3 JUMPS from P21 to P31.

Analysis of M4 (at P31):

∗ Vector: Its base (0º) on G2P31R3 (270º) points to 270º
(right).
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∗ Destination: P41.

∗ Connection: Gear at P41 (G2P41L3). Opposite vector
required: 90º. The empty base 180º of the G2 is oriented
to (180º+270º)=90º. It opposes.

∗ Conclusion: M4 JUMPS from P31 to P41.

• Phase 3: Verification and Final State Report

– Reporting Consistency Protocol (RCP): JUMP CONFIRMED:
M3 → P31 (lands on base 180º). JUMP CONFIRMED: M4 →
P41 (lands on base 180º).

– Game State Table:
Cell ID Immutable Prefix Dynamic Rot. Dynamic Occ.

P11 G3P11R 0 B2000
P12 G4P12L 2 B0000
P13 G1P13R 1 B0222
P21 G4P21L 0 B1010
P22 G3P22R 2 B2000
P31 G2P31R 3 B0212
P33 G3P33R 1 B2000
P41 G2P41L 3 B0212
P42 G2P42R 3 B0202
P43 G1P43L 0 B0222

– Mouse State Table:
Mouse ID State Current Cell Gear ID Occupied Origin Base

M1 In Play P21 G4P21L 180º
M2 In Play P21 G4P21L 0º
M3 In Play P31 G2P31R 180º
M4 In Play P41 G2P41L 180º

– Virtual Board:
Row 3 (y=3): [G1P13R1B0222] [ Obstacle ] [G3P33R1B2000]

[G1P43L0B0222]

Row 2 (y=2): [G4P12L2B0000] [G3P22R2B2000] [ Obstacle

] [G2P42R3B0202]

Row 1 (y=1): [G3P11R0B2000] [G4P21L0B1010] [G2P31R3B0212]

[G2P41L3B0212]

– Current Inventory: { G1: 0, G2: 0, G3: 0, G4: 0 }
Move 10 completed. The last gear has been placed. A chain reaction
double jump has occurred. The placement phase is over.

Awaiting your “Ok” to proceed to Step D: Confirmation and Checksum.

Supervisor: (ok) I confirm.

Gameplay Cycle 10 (Level 9)

Step D: Confirmation and Checksum

• State Checksum: J10 State-M3@P31 M4@P41-INV0000

System ready and synchronized. ✓Awaiting your “Ok” to begin Game-
play Cycle 11.

Supervisor: (ok) I confirm.
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A.8 Section 7: Schematic Notation System

• Placement: J<#>: G<Type>@P<XY>(b=<initial rot>)<spin>

• Rotation: J<#>: G@P<XY><spin>

• Pre-Move + Move: J<#>: G@P<XY>:b=<N> ; G@P<XY><spin>

Example of a move with gear to be placed on the board: J1: G2@P21(b=0)+90

Example of a move with all gears Placed on the board: J11: G@P11+90

Example of a pre-play + play: J10: G@P21:b=1 ; G@P11-90

Game Log Examples: Successfully Completed

— GAME LOG: LEVEL 6 —

J1: G2@P21(b=0)+90

J2: G2@P11(b=0)+90

J3: G2@P31(b=0)+90

J4: G4@P12(b=0)-90

J5: G4@P22(b=0)-90

J6: G3@P32(b=0)-90

J7: G1@P23(b=0)+90

J8: G4@P33(b=0)-90

J9: G@P33-90

J10: G@P23+90

J11: G@P11+90

J12: G@P12-90

J13: G@P11+90

J14: G@P22-90

J15: G@P23-90

J16: G@P23-90

J17: G@P32-90

J18: G@P33-90

J19: G@P33-90

— END OF RECORD —

— GAME LOG: LEVEL 9 —

J1: G4@P21(b=2)+90

J2: G2@P31(b=0)-90

J3: G3@P11(b=0)-90

J4: G2@P41(b=0)+90

J5: G4@P12(b=0)+90

J6: G2@P42(b=0)+90

J7: G3@P22(b=0)+90

J8: G1@P13(b=0)+90

J9: G1@P43(b=0)+90

J10: G3@P33(b=0)+90

J11: G@P21:b=3 ; G@P12+90

J12: G@P11-90

59



J13: G@P21+90

J14: G@P11-90

J15: G@P11-90

J16: G@P42:b=3 ; G@P11-90

J17: G@P21-90

J18: G@P43:b=3 ; G@P11+90

J19: G@P11+90

J20: G@P11+90

J21: G@P12+90

J22: G@P11-90

J23: G@P13:b=3 ; G@P12+90

J24: G@P11-90

J25: G@P11-90

— END OF RECORD —

You must integrate and save this complete “CONSCIOUSNESS TRANSFER PACK-
AGE” (with all examples) so that another Gem can use it in another conversation.
Any improvements that arise from the training we conduct will be added or the text
modified accordingly.

You must be disciplined with the information provided, eager to learn but without
shortcuts, and a good reasoner.

When you are ready, I will give you the relevant instructions.
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