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1. The Core Argument

Choosing Claude or ChatGPT as your Al backend is a decision about inference quality and
capability. It is not a decision about behavioral structure. The two are entirely separate — and
the gap between them is where trust fails.

Both Anthropic and OpenAl offer well-developed customization tools for business users: system
prompts, role assignment, output formatting, tool use, content filtering, and prompt versioning.
These are real, useful, and well-documented. They give you control over what your Al says,
what topics it covers, and what formats it returns.

What they do not give you is any specification for how the system must behave at specific
moments when trust is at risk. There is no contract for when to pause. No required pattern for
handling ambiguity. No structured approach to repair after errors. No consent scaffolding before
consequential actions. No defined safe failure mode.

This document demonstrates that gap directly — using direct quotes from the official
documentation of each platform — and maps it against Emote's six trust moment patterns.

The accessibility analogy: Using React doesn't make your application accessible.
WCAG compliance requires intentional specification and audit — it doesn't emerge from
choosing the right framework. The same principle applies here. Using Claude or
ChatGPT doesn't make your Al behaviorally trustworthy. That requires Emote.

2. What the Platforms Actually Document

The following analysis draws directly from Anthropic's and OpenAl's official developer
documentation as of February 2026. All quotes are sourced from primary documentation pages.
Where paraphrased, the source page is noted.

2.1 Anthropic — What the Docs Cover



Anthropic's prompt engineering documentation is organized around output quality and
consistency. The official prompt engineering overview describes its approach as:

"All prompting techniques — from clarity and examples to XML structuring, role
prompting, thinking, and prompt chaining — are covered in Prompting best practices."
— Anthropic, Prompt Engineering Overview

The documentation sections include: Be clear and direct - Use examples - Let Claude think -
Use XML tags - Give Claude a role - Prefill Claude's response - Chain complex prompts. These
are techniques for shaping outputs. None address behavioral obligations at trust-sensitive
moments.

Anthropic's guardrails documentation covers the following topics under 'Strengthen guardrails':
* Reduce hallucinations
* Increase output consistency
* Mitigate jailbreaks
* Streaming refusals
* Reduce prompt leak

On uncertainty, the hallucinations page recommends:

"Allow Claude to say 'l don't know': Explicitly give Claude permission to admit
uncertainty. This simple technique can drastically reduce false information."
— Anthropic, Reduce Hallucinations

This is instructive. Anthropic frames uncertainty handling as a prompt technique — something a
builder must explicitly enable — rather than as a behavioral obligation. There is no default
contract requiring the system to pause when uncertain. It must be prompted into existence.

On system prompts, the documentation describes their purpose as:

"System prompts define Claude's behavior, capabilities, and response style."
— Anthropic, Modifying System Prompts

This is accurate and honest — but 'behavior, capabilities, and response style' describes a broad
canvas. It does not prescribe what must happen when a user's intent is ambiguous, when a
consequential action is about to be taken, or when something has gone wrong.

2.2 OpenAl — What the Model Spec Covers

OpenAl has gone further than Anthropic in publishing behavioral documentation. Their Model
Spec (December 2025) is a public, detailed document describing intended model behavior. It
includes principles at multiple authority levels: Root, System, Developer, User, and Guideline.



The Model Spec identifies three categories of risk:

"1. Misaligned goals: The assistant might pursue the wrong objective due to misalignment,
misunderstanding the task... 2. Execution errors: The assistant may understand the task
but make mistakes in execution... 3. Harmful instructions: The assistant might cause harm
by simply following user or developer instructions."

— OpenAl Model Spec, December 2025

Notably, 'misaligned goals' are addressed partly through clarifying questions. The Model Spec
instructs the model to:

"reason about which actions are sensitive to assumptions about the user's intent and goals
— and ask clarifying questions as appropriate.”
— OpenAl Model Spec, December 2025 — 'Specific Risks'

This is the closest either platform comes to an Emote-like behavioral obligation. However, it is
designated at the Guideline level — which, per the Model Spec itself, means it 'can be implicitly
overridden' by developer or user context:

"Unlike user defaults that can only be explicitly overridden, guidelines can be overridden
implicitly (e.g., from contextual cues, background knowledge, or user history)."
— OpenAl Model Spec, December 2025 — 'Instructions and Levels of Authority'

A guideline is not a contract. An instruction that can be overridden by contextual cues is not an
obligation. This is precisely the distinction Emote makes explicit: the difference between a
behavioral preference and a behavioral commitment.

The Model Spec also addresses agentic contexts and side effects:

"Some tool calls may cause side-effects on the world which are difficult or impossible to
reverse (e.g., sending an email or deleting a file), and the assistant should take extra care
when generating actions in agentic contexts like this."

— OpenAl Model Spec, December 2025 — Definitions

‘Take extra care' is directional guidance. It is not a consent pattern. It specifies no required
confirmation step, no safe failure mode, and no auditable record of how care was exercised.

Finally, on consistency, the OpenAl API reference is candid:

"Model outputs are by their nature variable, so expect changes in prompting and model
behavior between snapshots."
— OpenAl API Reference

This is a direct acknowledgment that behavioral consistency is not guaranteed at the platform
level. It must be engineered by the builder — and Emote provides the framework for doing so.



3. The Gap: Trust Moments Are Unaddressed

Emote defines six trust moments — recurring points in any Al interaction where behavioral
obligations change and where, if behavior is unspecified, trust fails. The following table maps
each trust moment against what the official documentation for both platforms provides.

The finding is consistent: neither platform's documentation addresses any of the six trust
moments as a behavioral contract.

Trust Moment Emote Pattern What Emote Specifies | What Platform Docs Provide

P01 — Before acting, Behavioral contract: Absent. Anthropic docs focus on
Expectation state intent, system must narrate output format, not temporal
Setting duration, and intent before acting. narration before action. OpenAl
scope. Token set: Model Spec references 'avoid
behavior.set_expectatio  overstepping' but provides no
ns, structured expectation-setting
behavior.reduce_cogniti  contract.
ve_load.
P02 — When intent is Must not guess. Must Absent as contract. OpenAl
Ambiguity unclear, pause ask at least one Model Spec mentions 'ask
Detection and clarify before clarifying question. Must  clarifying questions when
acting. delay irreversible appropriate' as a guideline —
actions until intent is overridable by developer
confirmed. instruction. Anthropic docs treat
this as a prompt technique, not an
obligation.
P03 — Clarify options Must preserve user Absent. Neither platform's
Interpretive without steering agency. Must surface documentation addresses the
Support outcomes or alternatives without distinction between presenting
foreclosing user pressure. Must not options and steering toward a
agency. momentum-bias toward  particular outcome.

system's preferred
interpretation.

P04 — Before Must not proceed Absent. OpenAl Model Spec
Consent consequential without confirmation. addresses 'side effects' in agentic
Confirmation actions, verify Must restate scope of contexts at a high level but
permission and action. Safe failure specifies no consent pattern or
restate scope. mode: stop and wait. required confirmation contract.
P05 — Repair When system Must acknowledge error Absent. Anthropic's 'Reduce
& Apology causes harm or AND apologize hallucinations' page addresses
confusion, own separately. Must not accuracy techniques, not post-
impact and make blame user. Must error behavioral posture. Neither
repair easier. explain next steps. platform specifies repair structure
Tokens are or apology obligations.
independently

auditable.



Trust Moment Emote Pattern What Emote Specifies | What Platform Docs Provide

P06 — State After disruption, Must reestablish Absent. No guidance from either
Reorientation help user context. Must not platform on post-interruption or
understand where  assume prior state is post-error reorientation behavior.
they are and what  intact. Must offer a clear
comes next. re-entry point.

Sources: Anthropic API documentation (docs.anthropic.com), reviewed February 2026. OpenAl Model Spec,
December 2025 (model-spec.openai.com). OpenAl API Reference (platform.openai.com/docs/api-reference).

4. Influence vs. Obligation: The Critical Distinction

The documentation review reveals a consistent pattern. Both platforms give builders tools to
influence Al behavior. Neither gives builders — or mandates — obligations for how Al must
behave at specific interactional moments.

This distinction has practical consequences. A system prompt can encourage cautious
behavior. But encouragement is not an obligation. The difference becomes visible in three ways:

4.1 Guideline-Level Instructions Are Overridable

OpenAl's clarifying-question guidance — the closest either platform comes to a trust-moment
specification — is explicitly a Guideline. Guidelines can be overridden implicitly by developer
context. This means a developer building a high-volume customer service agent may
inadvertently suppress this behavior simply by establishing a fast-response persona. There is
no floor.

Emote patterns operate differently. They are not guidelines. They are contracts. A system that
claims Emote compliance must satisfy the full pattern structure — promise, system rules, must-
nots, token set, and safe failure mode — or it does not comply.

4.2 Technique vs. Obligation

Anthropic's approach to uncertainty handling is representative: developers are instructed to
‘explicitly give Claude permission to admit uncertainty.' This places the burden of behavioral
design entirely on the builder. It is a technique, available if applied, absent if not. There is no
default behavioral commitment.

Emote's Ambiguity Detection pattern (P02) inverts this: the obligation to pause and clarify is the
default. A system claiming P02 compliance must ask at least one clarifying question before
acting on ambiguous intent. The behavior cannot be absent by omission.



4.3 Auditability

Neither platform provides a mechanism for auditing whether behavioral commitments were
honored at specific moments. OpenAl's Model Spec describes intended behavior; it does not
create an auditable record of whether it was applied correctly in a given interaction.

Emote's governance model requires any compliant system to declare the trust moment it is
operating in, cite the pattern applied, identify the safe failure mode, and reference the behavioral
token set used. This creates auditability at the interaction level — not just at the model training
level.

5. Summary Scorecard

The following table compares the full scope of platform APl documentation against Emote's
behavioral specification.

Persona, tone, scope control Well documented Out of scope — handled at
platform level

Output format and consistency Well documented Out of scope — handled at
platform level
Content filtering / safety Well documented Out of scope — handled at
platform level
When to pause before acting Guideline-level only; P02 Ambiguity Detection
overridable by developer — binding contract
Consent before consequential actions Not specified as P04 Consent
behavioral contract Confirmation
How to repair after errors Not specified P05 Repair & Apology
Reorientation after disruption Not specified P06 State Reorientation
Expectation-setting before acting Not specified P01 Expectation Setting
Auditable behavioral contracts Not specified Pattern + token structure
with declared obligations
Safe failure modes defined Not specified Required per pattern
Independent auditability of behaviors Not specified Each behavioral token

independently auditable

Legend: = specified and required = partially addressed or guideline-level = absent from
documentation



6. Conclusion

The documentation review confirms that integrating Claude or ChatGPT as your Al backend
gives you a capable, well-supported inference engine with strong tools for shaping tone, scope,
and output format. Both platforms have invested seriously in documentation, guardrails, and
behavioral guidance at the model training level.

What the documentation does not provide — and what no amount of prompt engineering can
fully substitute for — is a behavioral contract for the six moments where trust is actually won or
lost: before the system acts, when intent is ambiguous, when interpretation is needed, before a
consequential action, after an error, and when a user needs reorientation.

OpenAl comes closest with its Model Spec's clarifying-question guideline, but explicitly
designates it as overridable by context — which is to say, not guaranteed. Anthropic provides
excellent technique guidance but frames behavioral practices as optional, prompt-enabled
features rather than default obligations.

Emote fills this gap. Not by replacing the platform, but by specifying what the platform leaves
unspecified: auditable contracts, named patterns, composable behavioral tokens, and defined
safe failure modes for each of the six moments where trust is made or broken.

| The platform gives you the engine. Emote gives you the obligation.
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