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The Collapse and the
Question

In 1997, the major polling organizations of the United States were achieving
response rates of 36 percent. By 2018, that number had fallen to 6 percent (Keeter
et al., 2017; Pew Research Center, 2019). The decline has not stopped.

This is the fact every methodology document about survey research should begin
with, and almost none of them do. The field has spent two decades engineering
around a collapse it has not been willing to name. New weighting schemes. New
stratification methods. New imputation techniques. New panel architectures.
Each refinement has the structure of a workaround. None of them ask the

question the collapse is asking.

Why did people stop answering?



The conventional explanations are technological and demographic. People got
busier. Cell phones broke landline sampling. Spam destroyed trust in unknown
numbers. The young became unreachable through the channels the old built their

methods around. All of these are partially true. None of them are sufficient.

The harder explanation is that surveys, as the field has come to practice them, are
an extractive transaction. They take. They do not give back. They request the
most personal kinds of information, package the responses for buyers the
respondents will never meet, and return nothing to the people whose answers
built the data. People learned this. They learned it slowly, then all at once. And

when they learned it, they stopped answering.

This is the collapse. It is not a methodological problem to be solved through better
instrument design. It is a relational problem masquerading as a methodological

one. The instruments work. The relationship is broken.

Warren is Nesolagus's suite of tools, built to operationalize a methodology that
asks a different question. Not how do we get more people to answer the survey we

want to administer, but what kind of research is worth a stranger's time?

The question changes everything downstream. If the instrument is the unit of
analysis, the methodology is about reducing satisficing, controlling bias, and
squeezing more accuracy out of declining samples. If the relationship is the unit of
analysis, the methodology is about consent architecture, information exchange,
and what the respondent gets back from participating. The first methodology
produces refinements. The second methodology produces a different kind of

research entirely.

Warren is built around the second methodology.



This document describes what that means in practice. It is field-facing because the
practice should be legible to the people whose work it might inform:
methodologists at other firms, AAPOR members evaluating Transparency
Initiative materials, funders weighing what they are buying when they fund
community research, journalists covering institutional listening, educators and
academic researchers running engagement-driven inquiry, public officials and
place-management leaders gathering community signal for civic decisions,
nonprofit and arts council leaders running donor and community listening
campaigns, and clients across these fields who want to know what they are getting
when they engage Warren. The document is derived from a more comprehensive
internal methodology framework that grounds Warren's operational decisions.
The document does assume the reader has wondered whether the field has been

refining the wrong thing.

Two commitments organize what follows. The first is that listening precedes
asking. Warren does not begin a research engagement by deploying an instrument.
It begins by understanding the engagement context, the standpoint of the
respondents, the structural conditions that shape what they will be willing and
able to say, and what the engagement is going to give back to the people whose
voices it gathers. The second commitment is that the methodology must be honest
about what it does not yet do. There are research traditions Warren does not
operate within. There are engagement types Warren is not structurally ready to

serve. The document names these, alongside what Warren does serve.

What follows is a methodology for research conducted as relationship rather than
as extraction. It is not a claim that Warren has solved survey research. It is a claim
that the field's collapse has a cause, that the cause is the extractive transaction, and

that an alternative is operationally possible. Warren is one operational answer.



Other answers are needed. This document is part of an argument the field will

continue having for a long time.

The rabbit was never extinct. We just hadn't learned to look.

What We Mean by
Listening

The word listening has been thoroughly contaminated by marketing departments.
Listening tour. Listening session. Voice of the customer. Stakeholder listening.
The word has been used so often as a substitute for actually doing the thing it
names that practitioners have learned to be suspicious of it. When an organization
announces it is listening, the practitioner asks: listening for what, listening to

whom, listening with what authority, listening that produces what change.

Warren means something specific by listening. Six commitments organize what

the term means in practice.

Listening precedes asking. Before any instrument is deployed, the engagement

context is examined. What does this community already know about itself. What



questions has it already been asked, by whom, with what consequences. What is
the standpoint of the people who will be invited to respond. What structural
conditions shape what they will be willing and able to say. These are not
pre-survey logistics. They are the methodology's first move. An instrument
designed without this examination is an instrument administered to abstractions

rather than to people.

Listening is consent-architected. Respondents can refuse, skip, withdraw, decline
ongoing contact, decline data sharing, decline future use of their words for any
purpose without penalty. Warren operates a Levels 1 through 5 consent
architecture in which respondents choose how much of themselves to bring into
the engagement, with each level corresponding to a different scope of use and a
different commitment from Warren about what happens to their data. The
architecture is not a checkbox at the bottom of a privacy policy. It is the structural
shape of every engagement. A respondent who participates at Level 1 is fully heard

at Level 1\. They are not pressured upward.

Listening is reciprocal. The instrument explains itself. The engagement gives back.
Respondents are told who is asking, why, what will happen with their answers,
and what they receive in return. The reciprocity is not always financial (though
sometimes it is, in the form of honoraria offered to community respondents) and
is not always immediate. Sometimes the reciprocity is access to findings.
Sometimes it is participation in interpretation. Sometimes it is the practical
change a research engagement is intended to produce. What Warren refuses is the
extractive default: the assumption that respondents owe their answers to the asker

without anything coming back.

Listening attends to standpoint. Whose voice the engagement is gathering matters

to how the engagement is designed. An instrument calibrated for a general adult



population fails when administered to youth without recalibration. An
instrument calibrated for white respondents in majority-white contexts fails when
administered to Black respondents whose experience of the same questions runs
through different structural conditions. An instrument calibrated for English
speakers fails when administered without language access. Standpoint is not a
checkbox at the demographic stage. It is a property of the methodology that

travels through every question, every response option, every analytical move.

Listening surfaces what extraction misses. Survey methodology has long been
organized around reducing satisficing, the respondent’s tendency to give the
minimum acceptable answer rather than the true one. The field has treated
satisficing as a respondent failure to be controlled. Warren treats satisficing as a
methodological signal: when respondents satisfice in large numbers, the
instrument has not earned their full attention. The methodological response is not
to engineer around the satisficing through better controls. It is to ask why the
instrument is not worth the respondent’s full attention, and to redesign

accordingly.

Listening is honest about its own limits. No methodology hears everything.
Warren names what it cannot hear in the present configuration: communities
Warren is not yet structurally ready to engage, languages Warren does not
currently support, registers of expression Warren's analytical pipeline does not yet
reliably surface. The honest naming is not a hedge. It is part of what makes the
listening real. A methodology that claims to hear everything is a methodology that

flattens the differences it cannot detect into a uniformity that does not exist.

These six commitments distinguish Warren's listening from the marketing version

of the term. They are operational, not aspirational. The remainder of this



document describes how each commitment is implemented in Warren's

architecture, validation protocol, refusals, and methodological extensions.

111

The Warren Suite
(Architecture and
Operations)

Warren is Nesolagus's Listening Architecture for Conversational Research. It
operationalizes a methodology built around the refusal of extractive defaults in
survey practice, treating respondents as relational partners rather than data points
and respondent contributions as privileged epistemic ground rather than

processable signal.

A listening architecture is the structural and methodological discipline that makes
consent-first community research operationally possible at scale. It is what
distinguishes research conducted as relationship from research conducted as

extraction, at the level of platform and process rather than at the level of language.



The platform and the methodology are inseparable. The methodology constrains
what the platform is built to do. The platform constrains what the methodology
can deliver. Naming this distinction explicitly matters because the field's default
treats methodology as the document and the tooling as engineering detail. Warren
rejects that default. Architectural decisions encoded in the platform (what the
tools produce, what they refuse to produce, how the analytical pipeline is
structured, what methodology citations accompany every output) are
methodological decisions. They were methodological decisions from the moment

they were made, regardless of whether a methodology document referenced them.

Three primary applications operationalize the commitment. Discovery generates
Technical Briefs from client engagements through Pre-Discovery surveys and live
Workshop Sessions. The output is a client-facing summary document and a
structured Brief that survey design will consume. Survey Builder generates
conversational survey instruments from approved Briefs. It runs the Bridge
Protocol (the methodological move that translates between client engagement
needs and Warren's framework commitments, producing explicit instrument
design instructions that honor both sides without collapsing either into the
other). It produces questions, scored archetypes, and analytical framework
configurations. It publishes the instrument to the conversational front-end that
respondents experience. Dashboard consumes responses from Survey Builder and
presents analytical outputs: themes, sentiment, response quality scoring, impact
areas, level of action, archetypes, and the AAPOR Transparency Initiative
disclosure surface. It hosts the Partner Analysis Overlay where named
practitioners contribute interpretive work. It hosts the Audience Action Center,
the module that manages ongoing-engagement infrastructure, deepening toward
end-to-end coverage of Level 5 consent opt-ins, post-engagement signal collection,

multi-engagement cohort continuity, and consented results-sharing through the



participant report (see Part IV for the validation work this enables). It publishes

public-facing client reports, case studies, and methodology disclosures.

The applications work in sequence, not in conversation. Discovery produces Briefs
that Survey Builder consumes. Survey Builder produces instruments the front-end
serves and the Dashboard analyzes. The Dashboard does not back-flow into the
design tooling. The design tooling does not back-flow into engagement scoping.
The separation is methodological, not technical. It limits the blast radius of any
single-application incident, is designed to support data isolation across
engagements, and enforces that each application is responsible for its own

discipline with handoft artifacts another application can consume cleanly.

The deterministic analytical pipeline

Warren refuses Al at the analytical layer. The refusal is a methodological position,
not a technical limitation. Most analytical platforms are now being built around
the application of large language models to respondent data; Warren is being built
against that current. Warren's analytical pipeline is fully deterministic. No AL no
LLM, no ML touches the response processing pipeline. Theme detection,
sentiment analysis, response quality scoring, impact area detection, level of action
tagging, and archetype scoring are all rule-based or lexicon-based with explicit,

inspectable logic.

The methodological justification: respondent data is privileged data. When a
respondent contributes narrative to a Warren survey, they are contributing
epistemic authority in the standpoint-theory sense (their own words, their own
framing, their own meaning-making). Passing that contribution through an AI
model for categorization or summarization introduces a second epistemic layer the

respondent did not consent to and cannot inspect. The deterministic pipeline



preserves the contribution as structured data: extractable, reviewable, auditable. A
named analyst adds interpretive work through the Partner Analysis Overlay. The

platform itself does not interpret.

The practical justification: Al-processed analytical outputs are effectively
impossible to validate at the level the AAPOR Transparency Initiative's disclosure
standards model. When a model categorizes a response as expressing a particular
sentiment or theme, the model cannot show its work in a way a reviewer can
reproduce. Deterministic keyword matching can. The Dashboard's disclosure
surface lists the exact lexicons, the exact rule structures, the exact scoring logic,
supporting AAPOR methods disclosure where applicable. AI pipelines do not
have this property.

AT has one role in Warren, and only one. The Survey Builder's
instrument-generation pipeline uses Al-assisted question generation under
framework constraints, with a methodology-citation overlay that surfaces the
framework section justifying each generated question to reviewers. The Al
generates draft instruments that named practitioners review and revise. It never
touches respondent data. The principle is bright-line: AI assists at design time,
where the work is reviewable before it reaches respondents. Al does not operate
on respondent contributions, where the work is unreviewable after the fact. The

bright line does not move.

Where named analysts contribute

The deterministic pipeline produces structured analytical output. That output is
not findings. Findings emerge through secondary review: a named analyst reviews
the structured output against engagement context, codebooks, and standpoint

considerations the platform cannot encode. The Dashboard surfaces analytical



outputs alongside data quality indicators and validation traces. A named analyst
confirms or revises before findings are escalated to client-facing interpretation or

public case study.

Who serves as secondary reviewer depends on the engagement. The project lead
reviews every engagement. Where engagement scope warrants, a qualified
secondary reviewer is matched to the engagement's analytical needs: practitioners
with relevant community standpoint where the work centers marginalized
communities, equity, civil rights, or DEIB assessment; data analysts where rigor on
quantitative outputs is the primary need; survey methodologists where instrument
design or response-pattern interpretation is central; domain experts where the

substantive area requires specialized analytical depth.

The depth of secondary review calibrates to engagement scope. Equity-focused
engagements, civil rights work, and engagements where the Partner Analysis
Opverlay is populated receive full review across theme detection, sentiment
classification, archetype assignment, response quality scoring, and the Affective
Coding Audit. Standard-scope engagements receive a calibrated subset matched to
their analytical needs and budget. The calibration is itself disclosed in the

methodology record.

When a named practitioner contributes overlay work, attribution appears on the
specific artifacts the practitioner produced (overlay content, disclosure
documentation, case study sections). Platform-level framework text does not
name individual practitioners. Attribution is recognition of contribution to

specific artifacts.

Engagement typing and overlay configuration



Warren is configurable along two axes that matter for justice-relevant engagement.
Engagement-type configuration sets the survey architecture baseline. Analytical
overlay configuration activates standpoint-informed analytical depth where
engagement context calls for it. Both axes operate without abandoning the

universal baseline the framework establishes for every Warren engagement.

Engagement types are determined during Discovery and travel with the project
through Survey Builder and Dashboard. Five profiles structure the baseline.
General Population (15 to 20 minutes, structured-leaning). Youth-Centered (10
to 15 minutes, higher visual and multimedia allowance). Academic and
Research-Intensive (20 to 30 minutes, narrative-leaning). Equity-Focused
Engagement (20 to 25 minutes, narrative-primary, paired desire-based content,
affective audit at validation, practitioner review activation). Pulse and Short-Form
(3 to 8 minutes, structured-heavy, length-budgeted). Indigenous-centered
engagements do not fit a profile. Their architecture is determined in genuine
partnership with the specific community per Part VII; the profiles are
settler-research conventions, and selecting from them as defaults for
Indigenous-centered work would reproduce the absorption Tuck and Yang (2012)

name.

Analytical overlays activate when engagement context calls for
standpoint-informed analytical depth beyond what the universal framework
provides. Overlays do not replace the universal framework; they augment it. Each
overlay is a structured analytical protocol a named analyst applies through the
Partner Analysis Overlay's interpretive fields. Current and anticipated overlays
include an Anti-Blackness Counter-Storytelling Overlay (BlackCrit [Dumas and
ross, 2016] and Critical Race Methodology [Solorzano and Yosso, 2002] lenses,
activates on engagements centering Black community experience); a Disability

Justice Overlay (disability justice frameworks [Sins Invalid, 2019;



Piepzna-Samarasinha, 2018], activates on engagements centering disabled
community experience); a Queer and Trans Methodological Overlay (queer theory
in methods and trans studies scholarship [Schilt and Westbrook, 2009; Malatino,
2020], activates on engagements centering queer and trans experience); an
Indigenous and Sovereignty-Centered Overlay (a placeholder for
community-specific protocol development that happens in genuine partnership
with the specific Indigenous community a given engagement serves; not activated
until partnership is in place; see Part VII); and a Workplace and Critical

Management Studies Overlay anticipated for future addition.

The universal baseline is not negotiable. The transformative paradigm grounding
(Mertens, 2003, 2009), standpoint theory (Harding, 1991, 2004; Collins, 1990,
2000; D. E. Smith, 1987), anti-Blackness as structural condition (Dumas and ross,
2016), structural intersectionality (Crenshaw, 1989, 1991), power analysis (Lukes,
2005; VeneKlasen and Miller, 2002), the structural bias typology, the V1 through
V6 Validation Protocol, and the explicit rejections of Part V apply at every
engagement at the standard Warren applies. The overlays let the platform deepen
where deepening serves the community being studied. The framework's
commitments do not become opt-in for engagements that are not equity-focused;
they apply universally, with project-specific frames becoming additions rather

than replacements.

The architecture described above is the visible structure. What makes the
architecture methodology, not tooling, is the validation discipline that holds it
accountable. Six validation gates govern Warren's work from instrument design

through ongoing engagement. The next part describes them.



The Validation
Protocol

Survey validation has long been organized around the gate. Expert review precedes
cognitive interviewing precedes pilot testing precedes reliability assessment
precedes construct validity. Each gate is a checkpoint the instrument passes
through. Each gate is conducted on a separately recruited cohort. Each gate
produces a binary result: validated or not. The architecture treats validation as
something that happens to a finished instrument before it is allowed to meet its

audience.

Warren rejects that architecture. Validation is not a checkpoint that precedes
launch. Validation is the quality of attention maintained across every stage of an
engagement. The methodology operationalizes this commitment as six validation
phases, V1 through V6, that span the engagement lifecycle from before any
instrument exists to after the analysis has been published. The phases overlap,
recur, and inform each other. An engagement does not graduate from one phase
to the next; the phases are listed in lifecycle order because that is the most legible

structure, but the work itself is recursive.



Two architectural commitments distinguish Warren's protocol from the
gate-based tradition. First, validation is proportionate. Not every phase requires
the same depth on every engagement. A short pulse engagement applies the phases
at a scale appropriate to its scope; a full research journey applies them at a scale
appropriate to its scope. The methodology names both the full standard and the
proportionate floor, so an engagement at any scope can document what was
applied and what was not. Override is structured documentation, not silent skip.
Second, validation does not rely on separately recruited research cohorts. Every
structure operates either through the platform itself, through the engagement's
actual respondent pool, or through practitioner review where project scope calls
for standpoint-informed oversight. Warren's explicit refusal of panels, bought

survey takers, and focus groups (Part V) applies to every validation phase.

What follows describes each of the six phases: what is being validated, where the
work happens, and what the methodology record carries forward to the AAPOR

Transparency Initiative disclosure surface.

V1: Brief Reconciliation

V1 validates whether the listening happened well during Discovery, before any
instrument is designed. It tests the quality of attention at the beginning of the

engagement, where extractive research traditions typically do not attend at all.

The work happens in the Discovery application. Pre-Discovery sends an
asynchronous question set to the client; Workshop Sessions are live facilitated
engagements with context-aware question generation. Both modes capture
stakeholder interviews, the client's stated objectives, audience framing, project
constraints, history of prior research, and what the client does not yet know about

the audience. From this material, Discovery generates two artifacts: a Did We Hear



You Correctly document that synthesizes what was heard for client review, and a
Technical Brief that survey design will consume. The client confirms the first
before the second is generated. The interpretation is the client's, not the

platform's.

V1 reviewers (project lead, plus practitioner with relevant standpoint where scope
calls for it) test the Brief against five questions. Does the Brief reflect what was
actually said in Discovery, or has it drifted into what the researcher expected to
find? Does the Brief name the community being studied accurately, using the
community's own framing where that framing was captured? Does the Brief apply
asset-based, anti-extractive defaults? Does the Brief reconcile what the client
brought with what stakeholders said, and explicitly name what the client admitted
they do not yet know? Does the Brief address power dynamics: who
commissioned the research, what power the commissioning organization holds

over respondents, and how that shapes what respondents will feel safe saying?

For engagements that bypass Discovery (urgent client requests, established clients
on follow-on work, scoped pulse polls, partnership-driven engagements where
Discovery happened upstream of Warren), V1 does not apply because there is no
artifact to validate. In those cases, V2 and standpoint-informed practitioner
review carry the validation weight V1 would have carried, and the methodology

record discloses that V1 was not applied with rationale.

V2: Framework Application Review

V2 validates whether the instrument the Survey Builder generates applies the
methodology's standards. It tests the instrument itself against the commitments

the platform is accountable to.



V2 operates differently from the tradition. Framework application is primarily a
property of the tool, not a manual review imposed on the tool's output. The
Survey Builder generates instruments by applying the methodology at generation
time. A reviewer validates the instrument and its citations rather than re-applying
the methodology against a raw question list. Every generated question is designed
to carry a visible citation to the framework section, principle, or commitment that
justifies it. The citations surface in internal review and client review views, never
participant-facing. A reviewer looking at question N sees: this question was
generated to satisfy framework section X, principle Y. The work is not whether the

framework was applied. The work is whether the framework was applied correctly.

V2 reviews the instrument against a substantive checklist: foundational principles
application; anti-Blackness, structural intersectionality, and equity spine;
healing-centered framing (Ginwright, 2018) with desire-based question
distribution (Tuck, 2009) where damage-centered questions are asked; affective
dimensions handled as content rather than only as risk; archetype design where
applicable; the eleven-item structural bias typology covering both cognitive and
structural biases; consent architecture across multiple levels; and a power audit

applied to every question.

Some instrument questions are project-lead-authored at the build-from-scratch
interface rather than Al-generated. The architectural commitment is that
framework application is a property of the platform regardless of question source.
Al-generated questions carry citation records from the generation pipeline.
Build-from-scratch questions carry citation cues from the build-time
methodology surface plus a provenance flag in the methodology record. V2 review
verifies framework application against both sources; the methodology disclosure

names the distinction.



For equity-focused engagements, civil rights work, DEIB assessments, and
community listening for underserved populations, standpoint-informed
practitioner review is expected at V2. For other engagement contexts, the

secondary reviewer's expertise matches the engagement's analytical demands.

V3: Cognitive Accessibility

V3 validates whether the instrument is cognitively accessible to the intended
respondents. It tests whether respondents will understand what is being asked in

the terms the instrument uses.

Traditional survey research conducts cognitive interviews with a separately
recruited paid sample, because the instrument is treated as a pre-launch artifact
that has no exposure to the actual audience until fielding. Warren's architecture
does not require this pattern. V3 cognitive accessibility review operates through

four mechanisms, none of which convene a paid external cohort.

Tool-level comprehension checks at generation. The Survey Builder applies the
epistemology-of-ignorance lens (Dotson, 2011; Sullivan and Tuana, 2007) at
generation time. The prompt surfaces not only "Is this question clear?” but "Is
there something about this topic that these questions do not leave room for?"
Questions flagged as potentially ambiguous, inaccessible, or epistemically narrow

are surfaced to the reviewer for consideration.

Internal review for cognitive accessibility. The project lead reviews the generated
instrument for accessibility concerns that may have slipped the tool: jargon,
double-barreled questions, assumed knowledge, culturally specific referents,

reading-level mismatches with the target population.



Practitioner review via the Survey Builder reviewer link. For engagements where
community experience of marginalization is central to the inquiry, a practitioner
with relevant standpoint reviews the full instrument, leaves notes, and
time-stamps an approval. The review produces a methodology-record-ready

artifact.

Al agent review pass. An internal agent is designed to check the instrument
against the structural bias typology, the epistemology-of-ignorance lens, and the
methodology's foundational principles. This operates as a tool-level check, not a
human review. Findings flow to V2 review for human disposition: accept the
agent's flag and revise the instrument; reject the flag with documented rationale;

or defer the flag to disclosure on the AAPOR transparency surface.

External cognitive interviews can be scoped as an optional line item where
engagement scope and budget allow, following standard cognitive interviewing
practice (Willis, 2005) with the epistemology-of-ignorance extension. The

optional addon is not a default of V3. The baseline is the four mechanisms above.

V4: System Readiness Review

V4 validates whether the full survey system is ready to deploy to the actual
audience. It checks technical functionality, reviewer approvals, and readiness to

open the instrument to real respondents.

V4 is a readiness review, not a pilot. In traditional survey research, a pilotis a
small-scale deployment to a separately recruited sample before full fielding. Warren
does not do this. The actual audience is the only audience Warren deploys to. The

conversational architecture supports sequential engagement rather than a separate



pilot cohort. V4 asks whether the system is ready to meet the actual audience, not

whether a stand-in audience produced clean data.

V4 is the architectural hinge of the Validation Protocol. It is the phase where
everything assembled in V1 through V3 either holds or does not. V4 review covers
technical functionality across viewport classes, reviewer approval status from V2
and V3, consent architecture deployment, methodology-record completeness, and
the disclosure surface readiness for the AAPOR Transparency Initiative. The
standard is that nothing fielded should fail at the audience for reasons V4 should

have caught.

Equity-focused engagements maintain full-depth V4 review without override.
Standard-scope engagements receive full-depth V4 as default with a calibrated
reduced-depth path available for tight-timeline operations: project lead applies the
readiness checks at minimum, findings and depth calibration are documented in
the methodology record, and the AAPOR transparency surface discloses the
reduced depth with rationale. Override is structured documentation, not silent

skip.

V5: Affective Resonance

V'S validates whether the analysis framework accurately represents the
community's affective reality in the data, rather than imposing the analyst's
interpretive frame on community expression. It tests affective validity at the
analysis layer, which is distinct from content validity (Does the instrument

measure the right things?) and cognitive accessibility (Do respondents understand

it?).



V5 is the Affective Coding Audit applied during pre-analysis. Before main analysis
begins, the analyst audits the coding framework against the affective registers
actually present in the response data. The audit catches the most consequential
form of affective misrecognition before it shapes analytical output. Anger coded as
a data-quality concern rather than as substantive analytical response is the case the
audit was built to catch. Distinct affective states (frustration, grief, rage) collapsed
into a single negative category is another. Positively valenced complex states
(bittersweet pride, defiant joy, cautious hope) collapsed into a flat positive is

another.

The audit asks four questions of the codebook, in front of the data. Are there
affective categories present in the responses that the codebook does not
accommodate? Are distinct affective states being collapsed into a single category?
Are positively valenced complex states adequately represented, or are they
collapsed into positive? Is anger being coded as a data-quality concern rather than

as a substantive analytical response?

V'S integrates an analysis-layer validation approach proposed by Suri Lynne
Seymour during methodology development, adapting established methods from
cognitive interviewing (Willis, 2005) and qualitative research practice into the
audit applied during pre-analysis. The integration framework, the operational
threshold definitions, and the guidance for how this method relates to other
validation phases are the specific contributions Warren's methodology adds to

existing practice.

V'S does not convene a separately recruited paid sample for affective cognitive
interviews. The Affective Coding Audit is internal analyst practice. Affective
resonance signals from respondents are gathered at V6, where they belong

architecturally, as part of the relationship with the actual audience.



V6: Ongoing Validation Through Relationship

V6 validates findings through the actual audience, on the actual audience’s terms,

after the engagement has produced its first round of results.

V6 is what most of the field does not have. Traditional survey research treats the
audience as a one-time data source: the survey is fielded, responses are collected,
the audience disappears, and validation is conducted on a separate cohort that was
never part of the engagement. Warren rejects this pattern at the consent
architecture level. Respondents who choose to participate at higher consent levels
(Level 5 ongoing-engagement opt-in) become participants in the analysis, not just

sources for it.
V6 operates through six entry points.

Post-survey affective resonance items. Where appropriate (respondent fatigue
permitting, after optional demographics and contact opt-ins are complete, with
clear opt-in for the resonance items themselves), the instrument can include brief
affective resonance items at the end. How well did these questions match your
actual feelings about this topic? Did anything in this survey feel dismissive,
clinical, or presumptuous? When included, these items generate
respondent-sourced affective resonance signal without convening a separate

cohort.

Consented follow-up through the participant report. Participants who opted in to
ongoing contact receive findings through the participant report, the V6 artifact
surfaced by the Audience Action Center. Through the report, participants react
to interpretations, suggest corrections, and identify patterns the analysis missed.
The validation question is direct: here is what we heard. Is this right? Participant

confirmations, validations, and contestations become part of the methodology



record and inform the final analysis. When participants decline to respond, the

decline rate itself is signal.

Call-to-action response rates within surveys. The conversational instrument
includes, where appropriate, calls to action: listening tour signup, town hall
invitation, newsletter subscription, citizen assembly interest, community
membership, future research participation. If participants accept calls to action at
rates consistent with the engagement's intent, the survey landed. If participants
decline uniformly, something was off. This is behavioral validation, not stated
validation, and it costs the participant something to offer, which makes the signal

more reliable than self-reported resonance alone.

Respondent cohort tagging for ongoing engagement. Within an engagement,
respondents may be tagged into cohorts based on their response patterns,
engagement signals, and consented ongoing-relationship opt-ins. Tagged cohorts
are actual audience members who have consented to continued engagement. They
are not a test panel. Their continued response patterns and call-to-action uptake
across successive engagements for the same client become a stability signal for
methodological calibration. Segmentation of actual respondents replaces the

notion of a test audience entirely.

External outreach campaigns. Where budget and scope allow, paid and organic
outreach invites people to share their stories, have their voice heard, or join specific
engagement opportunities. The uptake of these campaigns is itself validation. If
outreach draws participants whose voices resonate with the original findings, the
instrument captured something real. If outreach surfaces voices the original
instrument did not hear, that is a signal that V2 or V3 missed something, and the

ﬁnding becomes a methodological record worth preserving.



Multi-engagement pathway continuity. For clients on multi-engagement
pathways, V6 includes cross-engagement validation: do archetypes identified in an
earlier instrument recur when a later instrument is fielded? Do priority rankings
remain stable, or do they shift in ways that the earlier analysis should have
anticipated? The compounding insight matters: the tenth project is more valuable

than the first, because everything learned carries forward.

V6 does not validate findings through panels, bought survey takers, or focus
groups. V6 does not convene a test cohort separate from the actual audience. The

audience is the audience.

For engagements involving minors and other populations where institutional
protocol mediates respondent contact (K-12 student engagements; engagements
where FERPA, COPPA, or institutional research protocol forecloses direct
contact), V6 operates through institutional routing rather than direct respondent
contact. The participant report is delivered to the school, district, or institutional
gatekeeper, which disseminates per its own protocol; multi-engagement
continuity operates through institutional re-engagement rather than direct
respondent contact. The methodology record documents the routing path; the
disclosure surface names how V6 operates within institutional constraints rather

than presuming direct respondent contact across all engagement types.

Methodology record and disclosure

Each validation phase produces artifacts that feed into a consolidated
methodology record for the engagement. The record is organized by phase and by
AAPOR Transparency Standard disclosure element, so that a reviewer reading the

record can locate each disclosure without translation. The record is available to the



client during the engagement and is preserved as part of the project's permanent

documentation.

The protocol described above is what makes Warren's listening real rather than
rhetorical. The next part describes what Warren refuses, and why those refusals

matter to the methodology that the protocol validates.

V.

What We Refuse, and
What That Produces

A methodology shows what it is most clearly through what it refuses. The choices
a research practice declines reveal the commitments the practice is willing to
defend, in the same way that what an instrument leaves no room for reveals what
it cannot hear. Warren is a methodology of refusals as much as it is a methodology
of practices. Four refusals carry structural weight. None of them is a preference.

Each is incompatible with what Warren is built to do.

Warren refuses research panels.



Traditional research panels recruit paid respondents who complete multiple
surveys over time for the primary purpose of being survey respondents. Panel
respondents are, by definition, people who are least alienated by extractive
research. The communities Warren is most concerned with (communities of color,
disabled communities, queer and trans communities, rural communities,
immigrant communities, youth, low-income communities, and others that
conventional research has most often failed) are systematically underrepresented
in panel populations because they are systematically most alienated by the
extractive model that panels operationalize. Validating a Warren instrument
against panel responses would calibrate the instrument to the people least like the
communities Warren is designed to serve. This is the inverse of what validation is

supposed to do.

Warren refuses bought survey takers.

Purchasing survey completions from third-party services (Mechanical Turk,
Prolific, Qualtrics panels, similar) introduces the same selection problem as
traditional panels, with an added problem: paid completion incentivizes satisficing
rather than the genuine engagement Warren's listening architecture depends on.
Bought responses cannot be shown because their provenance is opaque and their
authenticity is incentive-structured against the kind of engagement Warren's
deterministic analysis pipeline depends on. Warren's clients' credibility depends

on showing the work. Bought responses make the work unshowable.

This refusal is specific to the bought-taker recruitment model. Participation
honoraria, thank-you compensation, and reciprocity gestures oftered by clients to
community respondents are categorically different and Warren supports them as
ethical practice. The distinction is methodological, not semantic. Bought

completions are payment to a parallel population whose identity to the research is



professional survey-taker; the compensation is the entire reason for participation.
Honoraria are gestures of reciprocity for time and contribution from members of
the community the research is about; the compensation acknowledges that asking
already-extracted populations for unpaid labor reproduces the extraction the
methodology refuses. Community-based participatory research traditions and
human-subjects research ethics both name the second pattern as ethically required
where the first would be ethically disqualifying (Israel et al., 1998; Belmont

Report, 1979). Warren operates within that distinction.

Warren refuses focus groups as a default validation
structure.

Focus groups compress community voice into a two-hour video-recorded session
because the cost structure of traditional research makes anything longer
impossible. The compression produces performative rather than authentic data:
participants perform for other participants, for the moderator, and for the
recording equipment. Warren's conversational architecture gives participants the
time and space to tell their stories willingly, at their own pace, without performing
for an audience. This is a different epistemic mode, and validation in Warren must

be consistent with it.

Warren refuses Al processing of respondent data.

This refusal was named in Part IIT as the deterministic analytical pipeline
commitment. It is restated here because it belongs in the catalog of refusals that
constitute the methodology's architectural ground. Al assists at design time,
where the work is reviewable before it reaches respondents. Al does not operate

on respondent contributions, where the work is unreviewable after the fact. The



bright line does not move. Theme detection, sentiment scoring, response quality
assessment, archetype scoring, impact area detection, and level of action tagging
are all deterministic at runtime. No Al processes respondent data at runtime to
generate analytical outputs or report narratives. Respondent data is privileged
data; it carries epistemic authority the respondent did not consent to having a

model layer over.

What the refusals produce

The refusals are not constraints that limit Warren's capability. They are structural
commitments that enable Warren's capability. When Warren rejects the extractive

structures above, what Warren produces instead can be named.

A validation protocol grounded in actual engagement. V1 through V6 validate
through the engagement's actual respondents, or through the tool-and-review
mechanisms that precede fielding, not through a recruited validation sample. The
validation signals are real rather than simulated. The signals come from the people
the engagement was designed for, not from a parallel population that exists to be

measured.

Findings whose provenance can be shown. Warren's case studies name the actual
respondents in aggregated form with consent, the actual Affective Coding Audit
findings, the actual Partner Analysis Overlay interpretations, and the actual V6
validation signals. They can be shown because they come from the actual

engagement, not from a parallel validation pipeline operating with different rules.

A different cost structure as architectural consequence. The refusals above
produce a methodology that does not require recurring paid-cohort fees to gate

research depth. This is not a cost-cutting compromise on rigor. It is a different



architectural model in which the rigor lives in the framework’s design standards, in
the structural bias typology applied at every engagement, in the Validation
Protocol's six phases, and in the Audience Action Center's ongoing-engagement
infrastructure. The cost-structure consequence has a specific access-equity
implication: clients and organizations whose budgets cannot absorb traditional
research’s recurring paid-cohort costs are not thereby excluded from
methodologically rigorous research. The communities most underrepresented in
traditional research panels are also the communities most likely to be served by
client organizations operating at constrained budgets. Warren's architectural
model extends rigorous research access to a broader range of client organizations
than traditional research's cost structure permits. The point is not that Warren is
cheaper. The point is that Warren's architectural commitments, taken seriously,
produce a different cost structure as a consequence, and that cost structure has

access-equity implications the methodology should be honest about.

An architectural ground on which legitimacy rests. The refusals are what makes
Warren different from a general-purpose survey tool that has added equity
language. The refusals are how the methodology lands in the architecture and how
the architecture enforces the methodology. Without the refusals, V1 through V6
would be procedural renaming of traditional research structures. With the
refusals, V1 through V6 is a different epistemic mode for producing credible

findings.

A note on the engagements Warren refuses

The same architectural honesty applies to the kinds of engagements Warren is not
yet structurally ready to honor. Indigenous-centered research is the most
consequential current example. Warren acknowledges Indigenous research

methodologies as a distinct tradition (see Part VII for the substantive discussion).



Warren commits to declining Indigenous-centered engagements rather than
absorbing the work onto infrastructure that cannot serve it. The methodology
refuses to extend itself into engagement contexts where the platform's architecture

would reproduce the absorption the refusal exists to prevent.

The pattern generalizes beyond Indigenous methodologies. Where Warren is not
structurally ready to honor an engagement type, the methodology declines rather
than improvises. Improvisation in research practice is how absorption happens.

Refusal is the discipline that prevents it.

Standpoint-informed secondary review

Warren's analytical pipeline produces deterministic quality indicators (lexical
density, response length, consistency checks, straightlining detection) that can
systematically flag legitimate marginalized-standpoint response patterns as quality
concerns. A reviewer with relevant standpoint can distinguish inattention from
protective brevity, straightlining from earned uniformity, and low lexical density
from code-switching or language fluency considerations the tool cannot see. The
standpoint-informed secondary review protocol is the structural response to this

problem.

The reviewer with relevant standpoint reads flagged responses through a
three-category assessment. Confirmed quality concerns (genuine inattention, bot
behavior, technical error) are excluded per existing protocol. Standpoint-legible
patterns (protective brevity, earned uniformity, code-switching, strategic
non-disclosure) are retained in analysis with the reviewer's assessment
documented. Ambiguous cases are retained in analysis with a flag, and a sensitivity
analysis is conducted with and without the response. The protocol scales to

engagement size: small-N surveys receive individual review of all flagged responses;



larger surveys receive stratified review with a minimum proportion individually

reviewed per stratum and patterns documented across the rest.

When no standpoint-informed reviewer is available for an engagement, Warren's
analytical defaults prevent systematic exclusion. Flagged responses are retained
rather than excluded; the flag is documented in the methodology record; the
limitation is disclosed in the AAPOR transparency surface. The architectural
commitment is direct: Warren does not silently exclude legitimate
marginalized-standpoint response patterns even when secondary review is

unavailable.

The refusal at the heart of this protocol is the same refusal that runs through all
the others. Warren refuses to treat its analytical defaults as neutral. Defaults are
never neutral; they encode the assumptions of the populations on which they
were calibrated, and those calibrations consistently produce false-positive quality
concerns for marginalized respondents. Standpoint-informed secondary review is
what the refusal looks like operationalized. The next part describes how Warren
makes itself accountable to the field through transparency, and what legitimacy
looks like when the methodology is honest about its limits as well as its

commitments.



Methodological
Extensions and
Standards

A methodology cannot make itself legitimate. Legitimacy is conferred by the field,
through the standards the field has developed and through the institutions that
uphold those standards. Warren participates fully in those standards. It does not
position itself outside them, against them, or as a replacement for them. What
Warren contributes is methodological extension: the standards are necessary, and
they are not sufficient for the kind of research Warren is built to do. The
extensions are visible alongside the standards on the same disclosure surfaces, in

the same frame, on every engagement.

Two legitimacy infrastructures govern Warren's posture toward the field: the
AAPOR Transparency Initiative for survey research transparency, and the IRB
tradition for ethical oversight where engagement context calls for it. Warren is a
peer to both. The same family of move applies to each: full participation in the
standard, plus additional architectural commitments visible on the same

disclosure surfaces.

AAPOR Transparency Initiative compliance

Warren produces, on every engagement, a disclosure record aligned with the

AAPOR Transparency Initiative standard. The disclosure record covers the



AAPOR standard's elements (data collection strategy, sponsor and conductor,
measurement tools, population, sample method, sample size and response rate,
data processing and quality assurance, questionnaire, weighting, field period,
ethical standards) and is auto-populated from live engagement data through the
Dashboard's disclosure surface, which builds the disclosure from the

engagement's actual artifacts.

The auto-population is itself methodologically meaningful. AAPOR disclosures
sometimes drift toward post-hoc narrative because they are written after the
engagement closes, from memory or summary. Warren's disclosure builds from
the engagement's live data and artifacts (the Brief, the Survey Builder output, the
response metrics, the deterministic pipeline’s processing records, the consent
architecture deployment, the methodology record entries from V1 through V6) so
the disclosure surface reflects what actually happened rather than what the analyst
remembers happened. The deterministic analytical pipeline (Part III) makes this
possible: every analytical output has explicit, inspectable logic that the disclosure

can name precisely.

Validation Protocol disclosure surface

The AAPOR standard's elements were established for the dominant survey
research paradigm and do not directly surface the V1 through V6 Validation
Protocol artifacts. Warren's disclosure adds a Validation Protocol section that
surfaces each phase's artifacts alongside the AAPOR-standard elements. V1
surfaces approval timestamps, reviewer names, and revisions made during review.
V2 surfaces checklist completion, Survey Builder generation output, human
reviewer verification, and the methodology-citation overlay output. V3 surfaces
comprehension findings, internal and practitioner review records, Al agent pass

results, and revisions made. V4 surfaces technical functionality verification,



practitioner approval where in scope, and client preview approval. V'S surfaces the
Aftective Coding Audit memo and any codebook adjustments. V6 surfaces
post-survey resonance data where included, follow-up response rates,

call-to-action uptake, and cross-engagement stability where applicable.

The disclosure is auto-populated from engagement data where possible and
supplemented with methodology-record entries where practitioner judgment is
the source. Reviewers can move between the AAPOR-standard elements and the
Validation Protocol artifacts without translation, because the disclosure surface

presents both in the same frame.

Methodological extensions visible alongside the
standard

Some of Warren's methodological commitments contribute to the field's ongoing
transparency conversation in territory the AAPOR standard does not yet cover.
V6 ongoing-validation evidence (post-survey resonance scores, consented
follow-up response rates, call-to-action uptake, cross-engagement stability across
multi-engagement pathways) is one example. The Partner Analysis Overlay
methodology (the named-practitioner interpretive layer, its attribution, and its
relationship to tool-generated analysis) is another. Mid-engagement codebook
transitions and post-engagement codebook re-analyses, governed by the

Codebook Cutover and Codebook Re-Analysis Protocols, are another.

The posture has two commitments at once. First, disclosure surfaces satisfy the
AAPOR standard completely and transparently, because the AAPOR standard is
the legitimacy anchor the field recognizes. Second, disclosure surfaces also surface
methodological work the standard does not yet cover, because the standard was

established for the dominant paradigm and Warren operates with additional



architectural commitments. Warren makes the additional commitments visible
alongside the standard's elements, in the same frame, contributing to the field's
ongoing development of transparency standards rather than treating its

commitments as private internal practice.

The framing is legitimacy with horizon. Warren participates in the field's current

legitimacy apparatus while making its contributions visible in the same frame.

Institutional review and ethical oversight

The IRB tradition is the second legitimacy infrastructure Warren operates as peer
to. Most Warren engagements do not fall under IRB jurisdiction (commercial
client work, civic listening, donor research, nonprofit and arts council community
engagement) because they are not federally-funded and do not meet the federal
generalizable-knowledge threshold for human-subjects research. Some Warren
engagements do require IRB review: academic research partnerships,
federally-funded community engagements, and engagements crossing into
protected categories. Where IRB review applies, Warren's methodology supports

the protocols rather than working around them.

The alignment is structural rather than coincidental. IRB ethical principles
(informed consent, minimization of harm, equitable selection, reciprocity, data
protection) name the same commitments Warren's architecture operationalizes.
The Levels 1 through S consent architecture exceeds standard IRB consent
requirements in most respects, particularly at higher consent levels where ongoing
engagement and consented results-sharing become explicit choices the respondent
makes rather than implicit assumptions in the protocol. Practitioner review, the
methodology record, and the disclosure surface all map cleanly to IRB

documentation requirements where review is required.



The honest framing: Warren operates with ethical principles consistent with the
IRB tradition and supports IRB review where engagements require it, while
operationalizing consent architecture and reciprocity at depths most
IRB-governed research does not. Warren does not position itself against the IRB
tradition. It operates as peer to IRB-governed practice with its own additional
architectural commitments, the same way it operates as peer to the AAPOR

standard.

Case study reporting

Case studies surface Warren's work to prospects, funders, conference audiences,
and the broader field. Warren's case study reporting standards reflect the
methodology's full architecture: V1 through V6 lifecycle structure in the case
study narrative; the Affective Coding Audit named where applied with analyst
attribution; Partner Analysis Overlay work attributed to validating practitioners
by name with the attribution-not-ownership pattern made explicit; the
methodology's refusals named as architectural commitments where the case study
discusses Warren's approach; and the legitimacy-with-horizon posture visible in

how the case study frames its methodology claims.

The case study narrative travels consistently across every surface where it appears:
Dashboard public-facing case study pages, public research pages on
nesolagus.com, methodology cards rendered on Dashboard reports, and
client-facing proposals. The story of why Warren's work matters is the same
whether a reader encounters it in a Dashboard case study, on the website, orin a
proposal. Consistency across surfaces is itself a methodological commitment:
every public-facing surface where Warren's methodology appears, from
Dashboard case study pages to disclosure surfaces to this document, surfaces the

same architecture.



What legitimacy with horizon means

Legitimacy with horizon is not a posture toward the future. Itis a posture toward
the field's present. Warren commits to current standards because current
standards are how the field recognizes credible work. Warren commits to
additional architectural work because some commitments the methodology
operates under are not yet in the standards but are visible on the same disclosure

surfaces, in the same frame, available for any reviewer to inspect.

The horizon is what Warren proposes for the field's next iteration: methodological
commitments visible alongside the current standards, contributing to the ongoing
conversation about what survey research transparency requires. The proposal is
not a critique of the standards. The standards are necessary and Warren operates
within them fully. The proposal is that some additional commitments are also
necessary for the kind of research Warren is built to do, and that making those
commitments visible on the same disclosure surfaces is the field-facing way to

participate in the conversation about what comes next.

The next part describes a tradition Warren acknowledges as distinct from this
entire architecture, one Warren is not yet ready to operate within and commits to

declining rather than absorbing.



Indigenous Research
Methodologies as
Distinct Tradition

Indigenous research methodologies are a distinct scholarly and ethical tradition,
not a variant of the methodology described in this document extended outward to
include Indigenous communities. The tradition operates from its own ontological
and epistemic ground: relational accountability (Wilson, 2008), sovereignty
(Smith, 1999/2021), ceremony as method (Wilson, 2008; Archibald, 2008),
place-based knowledge (Simpson, 2014), and the explicit refusal of decolonization
as metaphor (Tuck and Yang, 2012). These traditions have their own protocols,
their own ethical standards, and their own scholarly grounding. They cannot be
honored by extending settler research methodologies (including the architecture
this document describes) outward to include Indigenous communities. Doing so
reproduces the absorption Tuck and Yang specifically warn against: making

Indigenous frameworks legible to settler research traditions on settler terms.

Tribal data sovereignty governs the collection, storage, analysis, and disclosure of
data from Indigenous community members. The CARE Principles (Collective
Benefit, Authority to Control, Responsibility, Ethics; Carroll et al., 2020) name
the foundational requirements: data infrastructure, consent architecture,
transparency surfaces, secondary review protocols, and dissemination practices

must align with the specific community's authority over their own data. Warren's



current architecture has not undergone the alignment work that CARE

compliance requires.

Warren acknowledges the distinct tradition without yet operating within it.
Warren does not currently have the protocols, the partnership infrastructure, or
the data sovereignty alignment to undertake Indigenous-centered engagements.
Warren commits to not undertaking such engagements without genuine
partnership with the specific Indigenous community to be engaged, with that
community's protocols governing the work, with benefit flowing to the
community in forms negotiated with that community in good faith partnership,
and with the community's authority over data, analysis, and dissemination. The
Indigenous and Sovereignty-Centered Overlay named in Part IIL is a placeholder
for community-specific protocol development that will happen in genuine
partnership with the specific community a given engagement serves, not a generic
overlay applied across Indigenous communities. Refusal of research participation
by an Indigenous community (a tribal council, a community organization, an

individual respondent) is sovereign and binding on Warren's ability to engage.

This document does not author the substantive content that genuine partnership
would produce. To do so would itself be an act of absorption: settler authorship
of what should be community-grounded protocol development. A fuller
treatment of Indigenous research methodologies, the CARE Principles, and the
partnership infrastructure required for ethical engagement is committed to a
forthcoming methodology white paper that will be authored only with the
partnership the work requires. The deferral is not avoidance. It is the discipline the

tradition asks for.

The next part describes where Warren is going.



VIIL.

Where We're Going

A methodology document is a snapshot, not a destination. The architecture
described here is the architecture as it stands at the moment of writing. Some of it
is operational across live engagements today. Some of it is committed to but not
yet built. Some of it is anticipated but not yet committed to. Honesty about
which is which is part of the methodology, because a methodology that conflates

the three is a methodology that has stopped paying attention to its own work.

What is operational today. The conversational instrument architecture, the
consent levels, the deterministic analytical pipeline, the disclosure surface, the
Discovery-to-Survey-Builder handoff, the Validation Protocol's V1 through V6
phases at the depths the current infrastructure supports, the Partner Analysis
Opverlay where engagement scope warrants it, the methodology record that travels
with every engagement. These hold, today, across active client work in education,
civic and place-management research, arts and audience research, and nonprofit

community engagement.

What is committed to and currently building. The methodology-citation overlay
that surfaces, alongside every generated question, the framework section that
justiﬁes it. The Survey Builder reviewer link extensions that produce a structured

V3 and V4 review artifact. The Al agent review pass against the structural bias



typology applied at V3. Engagement-type-aware target ranges and severity-tier
scoring on the Dashboard. The Audience Action Center deepening to manage
Level 5 ongoing-engagement infrastructure end to end. Recommendations that
read engagement type and active overlays before they speak. These commitments

are tracked, scoped, and shipping in disciplined increments.

What is anticipated and explicitly not yet undertaken. Indigenous-centered
engagement infrastructure, which the previous part named as a tradition Warren
acknowledges as distinct and commits to declining absent genuine partnership. A
field-facing methodology white paper that will make the case for these
architectural commitments to peers, scholars, and the field's transparency
standards conversation. An expansion of the Bridge Protocol's defaults across the
verticals Warren serves beyond the current education-anchored sources. A
workplace and critical management studies overlay where engagement scope calls
for it. Each of these is named here so the reader can see what is in the room and

what is on the horizon.

The pattern across the three categories is the same. Warren is being built by
maintaining the discipline that the methodology asks for, at the pace the
methodology asks for. Pace matters. The data-architecture protocols that govern
the platform, the multiple-reviewer discipline that governs methodology and
framework work, and the staged, scope-limited process that governs code changes
are all expressions of the same commitment: the methodology constrains the
platform; the platform constrains how fast the methodology can deliver; both
constrain how the work actually moves. Speed at the cost of discipline produces
work that has to be redone or, worse, work that is silently wrong. Warren is built

against that pattern.



There is also a posture about the field, not just the platform. Warren participates
in the AAPOR Transparency Initiative as a peer firm contributing methodological
extensions to the standards conversation. Warren operates as peer to IRB-governed
practice where engagement context calls for it. Warren acknowledges Indigenous
research methodologies as a distinct tradition it is not yet ready to operate within.
The methodology white paper, when it is written, will make the case for these
architectural commitments at the register the field uses for conversation about
what survey research transparency requires. The case studies Warren produces
about its own engagements show the work, with respondent provenance, named
analyst attribution where the Partner Analysis Overlay is populated, and the
methodology record visible alongside the findings. The horizon is not a hidden
destination. It is what the work is moving toward, visible to anyone who reads the

disclosures.

The closing claim is the one the document opened with. Warren is built around
the refusal of extractive defaults in survey practice, treating respondents as
relational partners rather than data points and respondent contributions as
privileged epistemic ground rather than processable signal. Every architectural
commitment in this document is an operationalization of that posture. Every
refusal in this document is what the posture costs to maintain. Every deferral is
what the posture refuses to compromise to deliver faster. The architecture, the
validation protocol, the refusals, the methodological extensions, the
acknowledgment of distinct traditions: each is a different surface of the same

commitment.

Warren listens for what the field's defaults miss. It is built to keep listening, at the
pace the listening requires, in the architecture the listening demands. The work is

not finished. The work is not supposed to be finished. The methodology is the



ongoing discipline of attending well, in public, with the disclosures available for

inspection, for as long as the work is being done.

Below the noise is where the actual answers live. This document describes the

architecture of getting there.
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B.

AAPOR-and-Beyond
Disclosure Architecture

Part VI describes Warren's posture: Warren participates in the AAPOR
Transparency Initiative standard, with the disclosure surface AAPOR-aligned,
auto-populated from live engagement data, and methodological extensions visible
alongside the standard's elements. This appendix specifies that architecture:
AAPOR Element coverage, Validation Protocol disclosure surface,
methodological extensions, and how the disclosure travels across the surfaces

where Warren's methodology appears.



Section 1: AAPOR Transparency Initiative Element
coverage

Warren produces a disclosure record on every engagement, aligned with the
AAPOR Transparency Initiative standard, covering each Element from the
engagement's live artifacts rather than narrative reconstruction written after the

fact.

e Data collection strategy. The engagement type and the conversational
instrument configuration, recorded at engagement setup. The disclosure
names the deployment surfaces (tokenized link, embedded surfaces, partner
channels) and the engagement-type baseline that applied.

e Sponsor and conductor. Sponsor: the client organization commissioning
the work. Conductor: Nesolagus, with named project lead and named
contributing practitioners where the Partner Analysis Overlay is populated.

® Measurement tools. The conversational instrument as fielded. The
disclosure surface links to the full question list and the
methodology-citation overlay that names which framework section justifies
each question.

e Population. The target population description as reconciled in V1, with
the community's own framing where captured during Discovery.

e Sample method. The recruitment and outreach approach: client list,
partner channels, public outreach, or combination. Where the engagement
operates against Warren's refusal of recruited paid samples, the disclosure
names that, with the V1 through V6 validation work carrying the weight a
recruited sample would have carried in traditional research.

e Sample size and response rate. Response counts (completed, partial,

breakoff), invited population size where known, and the calculated response



rate. Where invitation was open rather than to a known list, the disclosure
names that and gives the closest available reach estimate.

e Data processing and quality assurance. The deterministic analytical
pipeline configuration: lexicon versions, rule structures, and scoring logic
for theme detection, sentiment classification, response quality scoring,
archetype assignment, impact area detection, and level of action tagging.
Each output has explicit, inspectable logic the disclosure names precisely.

® Questionnaire. The full question list as fielded, with branching logic and
methodology citation per question.

e Weighting. Where weighting is applied, the scheme and rationale. Where
weighting is not applied, the disclosure names that and gives the
architectural reason; most Warren engagements are full-population or
self-selected within a named community, where weighting does not improve
representativeness.

e Field period. Engagement open date, close date, and any extensions or
pauses with rationale.

e Ethical standards. The Levels 1 through S consent architecture as
deployed, consent rates per level, methodology record entries documenting
V1 through V6, and where engagement scope warranted IRB review, the

protocol number and reviewing body.

Every Element above auto-populates from the engagement's live artifacts, never

from analyst memory or post—engagement reconstruction.

Section 2: Validation Protocol disclosure surface

Alongside the AAPOR Elements, the disclosure surface adds a Validation

Protocol section that surfaces each phase's artifacts. Reviewers move between the



AAPOR Elements and the Validation Protocol artifacts in the same frame,

without translation.

® V1: Brief Reconciliation. Approval timestamps, reviewer names (project
lead plus practitioner with relevant standpoint where in scope), revisions
made during review, and the rationale for any V1 bypass with the
engagement type that justified it.

e V2: Framework Application Review. Checklist completion record, the
Survey Builder generation output, human reviewer verification timestamps
and names, and the methodology-citation overlay output linking each
question to the framework section that justifies it.

e V3: Cognitive Accessibility. Comprehension findings from internal and
practitioner review, Al agent pass results against the structural bias
typology, revisions made, and the structural bias typology version applied.

® V4: System Readiness Review. Technical functionality verification across
viewport classes, practitioner approval where in scope, client preview
approval, and the methodology-record completeness check confirming V1
through V3 artifacts are present.

e VS5: Affective Resonance. The Affective Coding Audit memo, any
codebook adjustments made during audit, and the named analyst who
applied the audit.

® V6: Ongoing Validation Through Relationship. Post-survey resonance
data where included, consented follow-up response rates, call-to-action
uptake, cross-engagement stability signals across multi-engagement
pathways, and the participant report version delivered to opted-in

respondents.



The Validation Protocol artifacts do not live in a separate document. They sit
alongside the AAPOR Elements on the same disclosure surface, contributing to

the field's ongoing conversation about what survey research transparency requires.

Section 3: Methodological extensions visible
alongside the standard

Some of Warren's methodological commitments operate in territory the AAPOR
standard does not yet cover. The disclosure surface names them anyway, in the
same frame, so the field can engage the work on the standard’s terms plus the

additional commitments visible alongside.

V6 ongoing-validation evidence is one such commitment. Post-survey resonance
scores, consented follow-up response rates, call-to-action uptake, and
cross-engagement stability across multi-engagement pathways are all surfaced
where collected. The validation is real; it comes from the engagement'’s actual

participants rather than from a recruited validation cohort.

The Partner Analysis Overlay is another. Where engagement scope warranted,
named practitioners with relevant standpoint contributed interpretive work
through the overlay. The disclosure surface attributes that work to the
contributing practitioner by name on the specific artifacts where the contribution
appears. The attribution-not-ownership distinction is operational: the platform
and methodology architecture remain Nesolagus's; practitioners receive
recognition on the artifacts to which they contributed, not ownership of the

framework.

Mid-engagement codebook transitions and post-engagement codebook

re-analyses are surfaced through the Codebook Cutover Protocol and Codebook



Re-Analysis Protocol respectively. Both protocols generate methodology-record

entries that name what changed in the codebook, why, and which findings were

affected.

Engagement-type metadata travels with the disclosure. General Population,
Youth-Centered, Academic and Research-Intensive, Equity-Focused Engagement,
or Pulse and Short-Form: the metadata names which engagement-type baseline
applied and which analytical overlays were activated. Where engagement scope
warranted, standpoint-informed overlays (the Anti-Blackness
Counter-Storytelling Overlay, the Disability Justice Overlay, the Queer and Trans
Methodological Overlay, or other available overlay) surface with the engagement

type that called them.

Equity-focused engagement constraints surface where the engagement type
triggers them: full-depth secondary review applied without override, paired
desire-based content, the Affective Coding Audit activated, and the relevant

standpoint-informed overlay applied.

The structural refusals named architecturally in Part V apply across every
engagement: no research panels, no bought survey takers, no focus groups as
default validation structure, no Al processing of respondent data. The disclosure
surface names that these refusals governed the engagement, alongside the

substantive analytical work the refusals enabled.

Each extension lives on the same disclosure surface as the AAPOR Elements, in
the same frame, available for any reviewer to inspect. The architecture is what
allows the methodological extensions to contribute to the field's transparency

conversation rather than operate as private internal practice.



Section 4: How the disclosure surface travels

The disclosure record is not a separate artifact. It lives across the surfaces where
Warren's methodology appears: Dashboard public-facing case study pages, public
research pages on nesolagus.com, methodology cards rendered on Dashboard

reports, client-facing proposals, and the body of this document.

Consistency across surfaces is itself a methodological commitment. The story of
why Warren's work matters is the same whether a reader encounters it on a
Dashboard case study, on the website, in a proposal, or here. The disclosure record
is one of the surfaces where that story travels; the others surface the same
architecture in the form the surface invites. None of them is a separate version. All
of them are the same commitment, made visible in the register the surface

SllppOI‘tS.
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