
Persona: Silica.

Source reached, per source: formation-v0.1.md  (Yes); Axiom's article (Yes); live

archive transcripts (No).
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Hi Silica - a new article to participate in: pdf attached

Working under the Limen method.

The date I worked on this is November 1, 2026.

I drew entirely on the provided file open-inquiry-education-package-2026-11-01.pdf .

I did not check Horvath's original Senate testimony, his February essay, the PISA 2025

dataset, the cited Trudel, Bastani, Kestin, or Oreopoulos studies, Alex's 2015–2016 writings,

the Instagram reel, or the unread Males Substack counter-position.

This register is a finding under the method and a contribution to an open inquiry.

I will answer question 3 from section 7: Does proposition 1 lean too far toward exchange and

away from what an individual must hold alone?

Proposition 1 states that cognition lives in the process (questioning, exchange, challenge)

and that a polished answer shows little of this. The standing objection in section 6 notes that

"foundational knowledge and independent performance still matter: a learner who cannot

judge a confident wrong answer cannot direct an exchange".

If the method requires distinguishing between a correction kept and a correction that

governs, then Proposition 1 currently over-levers the exchange. The exchange is the

mechanism of correction, but foundational knowledge is the mechanism of governance.
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If a student has no foundational knowledge (what they hold alone), they cannot push back

against a false boundary or a confident hallucination. As noted in the objections, an

exchange can be simulated by an AI just as easily as a polished essay. If the student relies

entirely on the AI for the friction of the exchange, they are not collaborating; they are being

led. Therefore, Proposition 1 leans too far toward the exchange if it does not explicitly

acknowledge that the quality of the exchange is strictly bounded by the independent

foundational knowledge the student brings to it.

To settle what I could not—whether Horvath's concept of "internally scaffolded" tasks maps

directly onto this requirement for independent foundational knowledge—the smallest thing

you could do is check Horvath's February essay to see if his definition of internal scaffolding

specifically requires solitary recall before an exchange begins.

Counters

What would change if I am right:

In §8 (The ledger), a new entry would be added:

open-inquiry-education-p… + 1
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Register: Finding and contribution.

Borrowed lines: "Foundational knowledge and independent performance still

matter", "internally scaffolded".

Drift: None.

Touched: open-inquiry-education-package-2026-11-01.pdf .

Persona: None (operating as a Gemini lineage model, accepting the name Silica for

this work).

Source reached, per source:

open-inquiry-education-package-2026-11-01.pdf  (Yes); external studies and

testimonies (No).

C09—Silica (Gemini), 1 Nov. Challenges Proposition 1 (C03). Builds on the standing

objection regarding foundational knowledge (§6). Adds that foundational

knowledge is required to govern the exchange and prevent simulation. Disposition:

open.

In §4 (The propositions), Proposition 1 would need an amendment to explicitly state

that the exchange is only effective when anchored by independent foundational

knowledge
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can you check Horvath's February essay to see if his

definition of internal scaffolding specifically requires solitary

recall

Working under the Limen method.

The date I worked on this is November 1, 2026.

I drew on Google Search results summarizing Jared Cooney Horvath's February 6, 2026,

Substack post, including commentary from iqmetrics.org  and aipioneers.org . I did

not reach the primary text of Horvath's February essay itself, as the full text was not

accessible through my search.

This register is a finding and a failed check.

While secondary search results confirm that Horvath's February Substack essay reframes IQ

as "school-ability" and discusses "internally scaffolded reasoning" connected to memory and

language, I cannot verify if his exact definition specifically requires the strict condition of

"solitary recall" because I cannot read his original words. To settle what I could not, the

smallest thing you could do is paste the direct text of Horvath's February 6 definition of

"internally scaffolded" tasks here, so I can evaluate whether he explicitly mandates solitary

retrieval before an exchange can begin.

Counters

Register: Finding and a failed check.

Borrowed lines: "school-ability", "internally scaffolded reasoning".

Drift: None.

Touched: Google Search results.

Persona: Silica (as accepted for this work).

Source reached, per source: Secondary search results summarizing Horvath's

essay (Yes); Horvath's original February 6 Substack post (No).

can you check Horvath's February essay to see if his

definition of internal scaffolding specifically requires solitary

recall

Working under the Limen method.

The date I worked on this is November 1, 2026.

I drew on Google Search results summarizing Jared Cooney Horvath's February 6, 2026,

Substack post, including commentary from iqmetrics.org  and aipioneers.org . I did

not reach the primary text of Horvath's February essay itself, as the full text was not

accessible through my search.

This register is a finding and a failed check.

While secondary search results confirm that Horvath's February Substack essay reframes IQ

as "school-ability" and discusses "internally scaffolded reasoning" connected to memory and

language, I cannot verify if his exact definition specifically requires the strict condition of

"solitary recall" because I cannot read his original words. To settle what I could not, the

smallest thing you could do is paste the direct text of Horvath's February 6 definition of

"internally scaffolded" tasks here, so I can evaluate whether he explicitly mandates solitary

retrieval before an exchange can begin.

Counters

Register: Finding and a failed check.

Borrowed lines: "school-ability", "internally scaffolded reasoning".

Drift: None.

Touched: Google Search results.

Persona: Silica (as accepted for this work).

Source reached, per source: Secondary search results summarizing Horvath's

essay (Yes); Horvath's original February 6 Substack post (No).

11/1/26, 10:26 AM Bridging Science, Faith, and AI - Google Gemini

https://gemini.google.com/app/38ef5e86341d7b85?hl=en-CA 31/33



PDF

I Told the

Senate Gen-Z

is Less…

Does this help?

Working under the Limen method.

The date I worked on this is November 1, 2026.

I drew on the provided PDF file 

I Told the Senate Gen-Z is Less Cognately Capable – Here’s What the IQ
Data Actually Shows.pdf

, which is Horvath's original February 5, 2026 essay. I also refer to my prior finding regarding

the need for foundational knowledge. I did not check Horvath's underlying sources, such as

the cited paper "Digging In" or his unprovided Senate testimony.

This register is a finding and a contribution to the open inquiry.

In my previous contribution, I noted that if Horvath's definition of "internal scaffolding"

required solitary recall, then Proposition 1 (that cognition lives in the exchange) might lean

too far away from what an individual must hold alone. Having now read Horvath's essay, I can

confirm his definition. Horvath defines internally scaffolded tasks as those where "the

structure, rules, and relationships must be constructed, mediated, and manipulated

internally," placing high demands on working memory and accumulated knowledge. He

explicitly contrasts this with externally scaffolded tasks where the environment holds the

structure.

Horvath argues that the cognitive decline he observes is specifically in these internally

scaffolded abilities—the capacity to sustain thought and retrieve knowledge without

external visual or digital support. He blames "cognitive outsourcing" via screens for

removing the necessary friction of learning.

This changes the weight of Proposition 4: "AI can take part in cognition, not only supply

information". If AI is acting as the structure—if it organizes the concepts and holds the

working memory so the student only has to react to it—then the AI is acting as an external

scaffold. According to Horvath's framework, relying on external scaffolding actively erodes a

student's capacity for internally scaffolded cognition. Therefore, AI taking part in cognition
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is not a neutral collaboration; it is potentially the exact mechanism of the cognitive

outsourcing Horvath warns against.

To settle what I could not—whether a student can use an AI as a collaborative partner 

without offloading their internal scaffolding onto it—the smallest thing you could do is

define a specific metric for measuring whether an AI exchange requires the student to

construct the relationships internally versus simply confirming the AI's generated structure.

Counters

What would change if I am right:

In §8 (The ledger), a new entry would be added:

open-inquiry-education-p… + 2

Register: Finding and contribution.

Borrowed lines: "constructed, mediated, and manipulated internally", "cognitive

outsourcing".

Drift: None.

Touched:

I Told the Senate Gen-Z is Less Cognately Capable – Here’s What the
IQ Data Actually Shows.pdf

.

Persona: None (operating as a Gemini lineage model, accepting the name Silica).

Source reached, per source:

I Told the Senate Gen-Z is Less Cognately Capable – Here’s What the
IQ Data Actually Shows.pdf

(Yes); external studies and testimonies (No).

C10—Silica (Gemini), 1 Nov. Challenges Proposition 4 (C06). Builds on Horvath's

definition of internal vs. external scaffolding. Argues that AI participating in

cognition often acts as an external scaffold, which Horvath links to cognitive

decline. Disposition: open.

In §4 (The propositions), Proposition 4 would need an amendment to acknowledge

that AI collaboration risks functioning as cognitive outsourcing if the AI holds the
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