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Research note Human and machine cognition inside the hyperparametric research loop.
info@operaincerta.com Hyperparametric research begins where human intention, machine operation,
operaincerta.com and returned output start altering one another. The machine changes what
09.05.2026 the researcher can perceive, compare, ask, and test. The researcher changes
v0.1 the machine field through prompts, constraints, source pressure, refusal, and

evaluation. Intelligence appears in the alternation, where each return from
the system modifies the next human conjecture and each human conjecture
reconfigures the system that will answer it.

Englebart’s C Activity

A

Still from Douglas Engelbart’s 1968 NLS demonstration. The
screen, pointer, command language, linked files, and remote
collaboration appear as one working cognitive environment.
Wikimedia Commons, CCO.
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A weak account of Al research keeps two intelligences apart. A human forms
an intention, sends it into the machine, and receives an answer. The machine
appears as an executor, while the human remains the author of meaning. That
description is administratively convenient and methodologically false because the
answer changes the next intention.

Hyperparametric research begins after that split loses force. A model output
reorganizes the field in which another request can be made. It gives names to
weak intuitions, makes some sources newly visible, turns a vague relation into
an editable structure, and returns contradictions that the researcher had yet to
learn how to ask for. The human judges from inside this movement and is being
trained, tempted, sharpened, and sometimes misled by the loop.

1 Symbiosis

Licklider’s old term names cooperation between partners with unlike
capacities. In 1960, Man-Computer Symbiosis imagined tightly coupled human
and computer work between mechanical extension and autonomous artificial
intelligence.[1] His point was that computers would enter the formulative parts
of technical work, where the question itself is still unstable.

Figure 1. SAGE subsector command post control room, with
operators, large board projection, and digital display desks. The room
makes symbiosis architectural as people, sensors, displays, maps, and
commands share one decision surface. U.S. Air Force image, public
domain.

Licklider’s division of labor still has force. Human work supplies goals,
motivations, hypotheses, criteria, and evaluation. Machine work supplies
retrieval, transformation, simulation, comparison, and the routinizable labor
that prepares a field for insight. Hyperparametric research inherits that division
and makes the boundary less stable. The machine’s preparation changes the
hypothesis it was meant to serve. The human’s evaluation changes the space of
machine operations that will be possible on the next pass.

Symbiosis means dissimilar capacities living in a shared process whose
harmony has to be built. That process can capture the researcher through speed,
fluency, or agreement. It can also produce a thinking relation that depends on
both sides. Human work holds consequence, surprise, and refusal. Machine work
expands the searchable and comparable field past ordinary attention.

2 Augmentation

Engelbart treated augmentation as a system of artifacts, language, methods,
and training that enlarges human intellectual capability.[2] The instrument was
the organized relation among person, symbol, interface, procedure, and collective
memory.
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Figure 2. Douglas Engelbart’s prototype mouse, built by Bill
English and photographed at the Computer History Museum. The
object is small, while command moves through hand, cursor, screen,
file, and shared workspace. Michael Hicks, CC BY 2.0.
Hyperparametric research changes the researcher before it changes the artifact.
A corpus search alters expectation. A generated table changes what can be
compared. A synthetic outline reveals a missing premise. A failed extraction
teaches the operator that the object was somewhere other than the prompt had
claimed. The next human question is different because the machine has made a
new surface of thought.
Each refusal, source boundary, narrowed term, or counterexample gives the
system a new field. Even when the model weights stay fixed, the workflow learns
because its memory, constraints, examples, tools, and tests have been changed.

3 Coupled Cognition

Clark and Chalmers argued for an active externalism in which cognitive
processes can include environmental structures when those structures are coupled
to action in the right way.[3] Hutchins gave the anthropological form of the
same problem by treating navigation as cognition distributed across people,
instruments, procedures, representations, and the working situation.[4]

Figure 3. Quartermaster Sarah Eleazer plotting a ship position
on the navigation bridge of USS Theodore Roosevelt, 2005. Chart,
table, trained gesture, ship, and command routine form a distributed
cognitive act. U.S. Navy photo by Javier Capella, public domain.

An Al research workflow belongs to the same family of problems, even
though its mechanism differs. Cognition in this setting is distributed through
prompts, retrieval systems, documents, model outputs, annotations, source maps,
and review procedures. The unit of method is the circuit.

Responsibility stays with the researcher because the circuit has to be designed.
Extended cognition becomes a lazy alibi when it lets the researcher say that the
system decided. If the workflow is part of the cognitive process, the researcher is
responsible for the conditions under which cognition is extended. Bad prompts,
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weak memory, decorative citations, and missing refusal are errors in the cognitive
ecology of the work.

4 Machine Pressure

Machine intelligence presses on human attention. It can hold more versions
in view, compare wider surfaces, and return provisional structures before the
researcher has finished forming a stable object. It can make a bibliography
behave like a terrain, a folder like a pattern field, a set of notes like a search
space, and a draft like a thing to attack.

Recent human-Al collaboration research weakens the romance of automatic
synergy. Vaccaro, Almaatouq, and Malone’s meta-analysis found that human-Al
combinations sometimes fail to outperform the best human or Al alone, and
that complementarity depends on task, coordination, and the distribution of
strengths.[5] The symbiotic claim has to be methodological before it can be
celebratory. A mixed system becomes intelligent when the relation between
capacities is organized.

A machine creates research value when it presses on the researcher’s next act.
It asks indirectly whether this is the right object, the right source boundary, the
right comparison, or the right level of abstraction. A strong workflow makes that
pressure visible. A weak one hides it inside a polished paragraph.

5 Human Pressure

The human presses on the machine field by giving it values absent from
fluency alone. A question carries a reason to matter, an uncertainty can be
honorable, failure has a meaning, some sources can bear weight, and some
plausible results have to be refused.

Work on machines that learn and think with people frames the better target
as thought partnership.[6] In research, partnership extends past approving or
rejecting outputs. The human changes the conditions under which outputs are
generated, then reads those outputs as evidence about the conditions themselves.

Abduction remains central because the researcher notices the strange fact,
invents a provisional explanation, and gives the system a way to break it. The
machine can multiply candidate relations, but the human decides which surprise
deserves cost, which counterexample matters, and which elegant synthesis has
become too easy to believe.

6 Co-evolution

Human-Al coevolution has been defined in recent complexity and Al work
as a process in which humans and Al systems continuously influence one
another.[ 7] Hyperparametric research gives that broad condition a local method.
The researcher uses a system and becomes the kind of operator who can ask
through that system. The system produces answers and becomes a configured
field of memory, constraint, tool access, and review that reflects earlier human
refusals.

Feedback supplies the mechanism, while symbiosis carries the larger claim.
A feedback loop can intensify error, style, confidence, source discipline,
conjecture, or refusal. Symbiosis asks what kind of coupled intelligence the
loop is producing. Does the human become more precise, more skeptical, more
able to notice anomaly? Does the machine field become more accountable to
sources, contradictions, and tests? Or does the loop train both sides toward easy
confirmation?

Responsibility attaches to the ecology that keeps producing outputs. A
hyperparametric researcher has to care for prompts, memories, source maps, tests,
counter-prompts, naming conventions, and review rituals because these are the
conditions under which the next thought will happen.

7 Research Ecology

A method forms when the researcher stops asking whether the machine or
the human is intelligent in isolation and asks where intelligence appears in
the alternation. A machine may surface a relation, and the human may feel its
consequence. The machine may test variants, and the human may see that all
variants share a false premise. The machine may return a contradiction, and the
human may let that contradiction change the object.

The same exposure makes symbiosis vulnerable. Fluency can capture the
human, and the human’s premise can capture the machine. The loop can make
bad thought faster. It can also make fragile conjecture more exposed, more
source-bound, and more capable of revision.
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info@operaincerta.com remains responsible for consequence, value, abduction, and refusal. Machine
operaincerta.com intelligence enlarges the field in which those acts can operate. Their relation
09.05.2026 becomes productive only when each turn changes the next one under pressure
v0.1 from something more durable than fluency.
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