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Abstract 

The crisis of truth in an era of knowledge systems supported by data at large scale and operated 

together with algorithms cannot be explained solely through deficiencies in data, methods, or 

computational models. Behind all of this technical infrastructure lies a layer of epistemic 

intention on the part of agents that determines whether knowledge is offered in service of truth 

or directed toward sustaining identity, institutional interests, and market logics. This article 

proposes a research architecture grounded in The Cohesive Tetrad that positions Epistemic 

Intention Purification and Intention-Trace Alignment, the degree of alignment between 

epistemic intention and epistemic-moral trace, as two key constructs for reading the 

relationship between hidden intention and visible epistemic akhlak. At the theoretical level, 

this framework integrates the normative horizon of The Cohesive Tetrad with virtue 

epistemology, the literature on motivated reasoning, studies of research integrity, and 

discourses on artificial intelligence governance. At the methodological level, the article designs 

a three study program that mutually locks into place. Study 1 develops and validates the 

Epistemic Intention Purification Scale and maps its relationships with intellectual virtues and 

motivated reasoning through second-order factor modelling and structural analysis. Study 2 

designs and tests Mistika based Reflective Practices as a structured reflective intervention, 

within a randomized controlled experimental design, to strengthen Epistemic Intention 

Purification and intellectual virtues while simultaneously reducing motivated reasoning. Study 

3 proposes a longitudinal study that links the configuration of these three variables with 

Intention-Trace Alignment, the degree of alignment between commitment to truth and 

epistemic-moral trace, measured through self-report, peer assessment, and indicators of 

questionable working practices over a six month period. This architecture yields a set of explicit 

and falsifiable hypotheses, opening space for rigorous empirical testing of the normative claims 

of The Cohesive Tetrad, while at the same time offering a conceptual and methodological basis 

for education, institutional governance, and policy that places the purification of intention at 

the core of truth governance in ecosystems of humans and algorithms. 

Keywords: Epistemic Intention Purification; The Cohesive Tetrad; intellectual virtues; 

motivated reasoning; Intention-Trace Alignment; Mystica-based Reflective Practices; truth 

governance. 
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1. Introduction 

Debates about truth in the contemporary era move between two poles that appear to be far apart 

from one another. On one side, there are efforts to refine scientific methods through improving 

data quality, strengthening inferential procedures, and developing increasingly complex 

computational models. On the other side, there is a growing public anxiety about the collapse 

of trust in knowledge institutions, the spread of misinformation, algorithmic bias, and the 

strengthening of questionable working practices in the ecosystems of research and policy (John, 

Loewenstein, & Prelec, 2012; Jobin, Ienca, & Vayena, 2019). These two poles are often 

discussed as if they do not touch each other, as though the crisis of truth could be resolved 

solely by improving technique or, conversely, solely by invoking ethics without touching the 

architecture of knowledge itself. 

This article departs from the position that the crisis of truth reaches a more upstream layer: the 

epistemic intention of the actors involved in the production, governance, and use of knowledge. 

Epistemic intention here is understood as an inner orientation toward truth that accompanies 

scientific actions, policy actions, and the design of algorithmic systems. As long as this 

intention is not purified, procedural improvements can instead be used to refine self-

justification, to defend identity, or to serve short-term interests that are hidden behind the 

language of objectivity (Kunda, 1990; Medina, 2013). The question that arises is not only 

whether the methods are already correct, but whether truth is genuinely made the goal when 

the findings that emerge disturb comfort, disadvantage one’s position, or demand a change of 

course. 

The Cohesive Tetrad offers a conceptual horizon that places intention at a central position in 

truth governance. Its four pillars form mutually binding coordinates. Sabda, the Revelatory 

Word, the authoritative source of norm and telos, reminds us that knowledge always stands 

within a horizon of norms and purposes that are not neutral, so that truth is never detached from 

the telos that directs it. Logos maintains logical consistency, definitional precision, and the 

structure of argumentation, while also serving as a space for the discipline of critical thinking. 

Qualia marks the fact that truth leaves an impact in human life, whether in the form of a sense 

of safety, trust, or social cohesion. Mistika, the intentional-spiritual dimension of journeying 

toward direct encounter with the transcendent, here refers to a journey of purifying intention 

that directs the subject to side with truth even when the consequences are not advantageous in 

terms of identity or interest (Mutaqin, 2025; Nasr, 1989). 

Within this horizon, the issue of epistemic intention does not stop at the realm of abstract 

morality. Intention is directly related to truth governance in higher education institutions, 

scientific communities, policy units, and algorithm development teams. Decisions to remove 

data that do not align with a narrative, to delay the publication of negative results, or to conceal 

questionable working practices are not merely procedural weaknesses, but symptoms of an 

inner orientation that leans toward interests other than truth (John et al., 2012). Conversely, the 

willingness to report unpopular results, to acknowledge mistakes before peers, or to review 

algorithmic models when their impacts deviate from justice is a manifestation of Epistemic 

Intention Purification operating behind the scenes. 

Contemporary literature provides several important elements that intersect with this problem. 

Virtue epistemology places intellectual virtues such as intellectual humility, intellectual 

honesty, and openness to disturbing evidence as foundations for subjects who are epistemically 
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trustworthy (Zagzebski, 1996; Roberts & Wood, 2007; Baehr, 2011). Studies on motivated 

reasoning show how identity and interest can guide the way people evaluate evidence, so that 

cognitive ability is used to defend positions already held rather than to test their truth (Kunda, 

1990). Research on questionable research practices reveals the prevalence of doubtful working 

practices in the scientific world, such as selective reporting of results, smoothing of analyses, 

and incomplete reporting (John et al., 2012). Meanwhile, discourses on artificial intelligence 

ethics and algorithmic governance highlight the need for principles that safeguard justice, 

nonmaleficence, autonomy, and accountability in the development and implementation of AI 

systems (Floridi & Cowls, 2019; Jobin et al., 2019). 

Rich as they are, these elements still operate separately. Virtue epistemology speaks about 

intellectual character but does not always bind it to reasoning biases that are measured 

empirically. Studies on motivated reasoning highlight distortions of reasoning, yet often 

neglect a broader normative horizon. AI ethics discourse strives to formulate principles but has 

not yet reached the most upstream intersection of the epistemic intentions of system designers 

and stewards. This is where this article seeks to take a position: by constructing a research 

architecture that binds Epistemic Intention Purification, intellectual virtues, motivated 

reasoning, and Intention-Trace Alignment, the degree of alignment between epistemic 

intention and epistemic-moral trace, within the horizon of The Cohesive Tetrad, so that the 

crisis of truth can be read from upstream to downstream. 

On this basis, this article formulates several core questions. First, can Epistemic Intention 

Purification be defined and measured as a latent construct that is distinct from religiosity, 

general personality traits, and intellectual virtues, while at the same time having meaningful 

relationships with motivated reasoning. Second, can the horizon of Mistika in The Cohesive 

Tetrad be operationalized in the form of a structured reflective intervention that affects the 

configuration of Epistemic Intention Purification, intellectual virtues, and motivated reasoning. 

Third, does this configuration leave traces that can be read in Intention-Trace Alignment, the 

degree of alignment between epistemic intention and epistemic-moral trace, namely the degree 

of alignment between commitment to truth and epistemic akhlak that becomes visible across 

time. 

To answer these questions, this article designs a three study program. Study 1 develops and 

validates the Epistemic Intention Purification Scale and maps its relationships with intellectual 

virtues and motivated reasoning. Study 2 tests Mistika based Reflective Practices as a reflective 

intervention grounded in the horizon of Mistika that is expected to be able to shift the 

configuration of intention and intellectual character through a randomized controlled 

experiment. Study 3 assembles a longitudinal design to examine Intention-Trace Alignment 

over approximately six months. Together, the three studies form a research architecture that 

enables the normative claims of The Cohesive Tetrad to be tested by pure science without 

reducing the horizon of meaning that it carries (Mutaqin, 2025). 

Accordingly, the contribution of this article is twofold. On the theoretical side, this article links 

The Cohesive Tetrad with virtue epistemology, studies of motivated reasoning, research on 

integrity in science, and AI ethics discourse, so that Epistemic Intention Purification and 

Intention-Trace Alignment can be positioned as concepts that are ready for empirical testing. 

On the methodological side, this article offers a layered design that bridges the horizon of 

Mistika with the needs of pure science for measurable constructs, falsifiable hypotheses, and 

replicable research designs. 
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Methodologically, this article chooses not to disguise the mystical origin of The Cohesive 

Tetrad, but also not to allow that origin to block rigorous scientific testing. The horizon of 

Mistika is maintained as a source of normative orientation regarding the purification of 

intention, while all claims about construct structure, intervention effects, and Intention-Trace 

Alignment are treated as hypotheses that must submit to the criteria of observability, 

falsifiability, and replicability. In this way, purification of intention appears not as a 

metaphysical claim that is immune to testing, but as a working assumption that explains why 

certain configurations of intention, intellectual virtues, and patterns of reasoning are expected 

to leave epistemic-moral traces that can be read and debated together in the arena of pure 

science. 

The sequence of mystical reflections that gave birth to this article begins from a simple 

conviction that human intention always works in two spaces at once. On one side it is hidden, 

quiet, and almost intangible; on the other side it continually leaves traces that can be witnessed 

through the vibrations of akhlak, choices, and patterns of decision making. Intention that works 

like wind never writes a confession, but the moving leaves announce its direction and strength. 

Shifts in reasons, the way a person defends the same decision with arguments that keep 

changing, can be read as cracks that reveal the true source of intention. Even intentions that are 

called good must be tested in terms of adequacy of knowledge, competence, and their eventual 

outcomes, because traces of harm do not automatically turn into good merely because they are 

supported by a narrative of good intention. The research architecture proposed here is, in 

essence, an attempt by science to give theoretical shape and empirical design to these mystical 

intuitions, in a manner that can be tested, challenged, and refined by the scientific community. 

2. Theoretical Background and Conceptual Model 

2.1. Epistemic intention in the landscape of contemporary epistemology 

Classical epistemology places knowledge within the relation between belief, truth, and 

justification. Its main focus lies on the strength of evidence, the validity of inference, and the 

propositional structure. Developments in social epistemology have added institutional and 

relational dimensions, such as the distribution of epistemic authority, trust in testimony, and 

the dynamics of power in the production of knowledge (Medina, 2013). Amid these 

developments, epistemic intention is often implicitly assumed as a “good will” to seek truth, 

but is rarely raised as an object of study in its own right. 

Virtue epistemology shifts the focus from the structure of propositions to the character of the 

subject. Intellectual virtues such as intellectual humility, intellectual honesty, and the courage 

to face unwelcome evidence are regarded as traits that render a person epistemically 

trustworthy (Zagzebski, 1996; Roberts & Wood, 2007; Baehr, 2011). This approach gives a 

place to the dimension of character, but still leaves open the question of where these virtues 

flow from, and how the relationship should be understood between hidden intention, relatively 

stable character, and reasoning biases that can be measured. 

On the other hand, the literature on motivated reasoning shows that cognitive ability can be 

used to defend positions already held rather than to test them. A cognitively skilled subject can 

become more proficient at filtering favourable evidence and rejecting unfavourable evidence 

(Kunda, 1990). These findings indicate that the problem of truth cannot be reduced to a lack of 
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information or weaknesses in formal logic. There is something at the level of motivation that 

directs the use of cognitive capacities. 

In this article, epistemic intention is positioned as an inner orientation that directs the subject 

when confronted with evidence, arguments, and epistemic decisions. Purified epistemic 

intention is not merely a resolve “not to lie”, but a willingness to side with truth even when this 

requires public correction, acknowledging weaknesses, or reporting results that are 

disadvantageous. This article proposes that purified epistemic intention stands upstream of 

intellectual virtues and upstream of the way subjects respond to motivated reasoning. 

2.2. The Cohesive Tetrad as a normative architecture 

The Cohesive Tetrad presents four mutually binding pillars: Sabda, Logos, Qualia, and Mistika 

(Mutaqin, 2025). Sabda refers to the normative and teleological horizon that gives direction to 

knowledge, whether in the form of Revelatory Word, command, or authoritative norms. Logos 

safeguards definitional precision, consistency of reasoning, and the structure of argumentation. 

Qualia marks the fact that truth is related to lived experience, a sense of safety, trust, and social 

cohesion. Mistika, the intentional-spiritual dimension of journeying toward direct encounter 

with the transcendent, refers here to the intentional-spiritual dimension that guides the process 

of purifying intention so that it remains moored to a truth that transcends narrow calculation. 

In this article, The Cohesive Tetrad is positioned as a normative architecture, not as an 

empirical model that is directly tested. The Cohesive Tetrad provides a horizon of meaning, a 

vocabulary, and a direction that are then drawn into the operational realm through constructs 

such as Epistemic Intention Purification, intellectual virtues, motivated reasoning, and 

Intention-Trace Alignment. In this way, The Cohesive Tetrad is not forced to be “proven” by 

scales and statistical models, but serves instead as a compass that guides the selection of 

constructs and the formulation of hypotheses. 

The dimension of Mistika has a distinctive position in this architecture. Mistika is not reduced 

to a psychological phenomenon, but is understood as an intentional-spiritual journey toward 

the purification of intention, as emphasized by philosophical and spiritual traditions that speak 

of the integration of knowledge and inner purity (Nasr, 1989). This article takes only the 

empirical slice of that horizon which can be operationalized, namely Epistemic Intention 

Purification and Mystica based Reflective Practices, with the awareness that the horizon of 

Mistika remains broader than what can be captured by instruments. 

2.3. Epistemic Intention Purification 

Epistemic Intention Purification is defined as an inner orientation that makes truth the primary 

goal in knowledge-based activities, including when that truth demands the sacrifice of self-

image, group identity, or short-term interests. Three main features mark this construct. 

First, there is a willingness to revise one’s position when strong evidence demands correction, 

even if such revision may weaken bargaining power, reputation, or comfort. Second, there is a 

commitment to report findings honestly, including negative results, ambiguities, and limits of 

reliability, without removing important information in order to tidy up the narrative or protect 

particular interests (John et al., 2012). Third, there is a repeated reflective praxis on the reasons 
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underlying epistemic decisions, with the awareness that reasons can shift from an orientation 

toward truth to an orientation toward self-justification. 

As a latent construct, Epistemic Intention Purification is projected as a second-order factor that 

binds several operational dimensions. These dimensions include, for example, a preference for 

truth over identity loyalty, resilience in openly acknowledging mistakes, and reluctance to 

engage in questionable working practices even when opportunities and pressures are present. 

The second-order factor model is chosen to represent Epistemic Intention Purification as a 

general orientation expressed through various aspects of behaviour and attitude. 

2.4. Intellectual virtues as channels of character 

Intellectual virtues have been widely discussed as traits that enable a person to become a good 

seeker of truth (Zagzebski, 1996; Roberts & Wood, 2007; Baehr, 2011). Intellectual humility, 

intellectual honesty, courage in facing unwelcome evidence, and perseverance in inquiry are 

leading examples. In this article, intellectual virtues are positioned as channels of character that 

convey Epistemic Intention Purification into the ways in which subjects process information, 

assess evidence, and construct arguments. 

Intellectual virtues are expected to function as mediators between Epistemic Intention 

Purification and motivated reasoning. Purified intention nurtures intellectual virtues; strong 

intellectual virtues help subjects restrain themselves from the tendency to select evidence for 

the sake of identity-related interests. Thus, the relationship between Epistemic Intention 

Purification and reasoning biases is not understood as a simple direct relation, but as a relation 

mediated by intellectual character that develops within everyday epistemic practice. 

Various instruments have been developed to measure dimensions of these intellectual virtues, 

including the Comprehensive Intellectual Humility Scale, which maps intellectual humility as 

a multidimensional construction that can be tested psychometrically (Krumrei-Mancuso & 

Rouse, 2016). 

2.5. Motivated reasoning as a distortion of reasoning 

Motivated reasoning refers to the tendency of subjects to evaluate evidence in such a way that 

it supports a desired conclusion, usually related to identities, values, or interests already held 

(Kunda, 1990). In this phenomenon, cognitive ability is not directed toward testing the strength 

of the evidence, but toward securing the initial position. Evidence that favours that position is 

assessed more loosely, while unfavourable evidence is treated far more strictly, even though 

methodologically the two may be similar. 

This article positions motivated reasoning as an important indicator of whether Epistemic 

Intention Purification and intellectual virtues are truly operative. If high Epistemic Intention 

Purification and intellectual virtues are not associated with a decrease in motivated reasoning, 

then the claim that purification of intention has corrective power over reasoning biases needs 

to be reconsidered. In other words, motivated reasoning functions as a stringent test of the claim 

that the horizon of Mistika can be touched through the empirically designed slice that is 

proposed. 
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2.6. Intention-Trace Alignment and epistemic akhlak 

Intention-Trace Alignment is formulated as the degree of alignment between the declared 

commitment to truth and the trace of epistemic akhlak that can be observed in working 

practices. This construct is intended to fill a gap in integrity discourse, which often stops at the 

level of value declarations without measuring their traces. 

Intention-Trace Alignment is projected as a latent factor formed by several types of indicators. 

First, there are self-reports regarding epistemic integrity and involvement, or non-involvement, 

in questionable working practices. Second, there are assessments by colleagues or supervisors 

of participants’ epistemic behaviour in real settings (John et al., 2012). Third, insofar as 

possible, there are recorded behavioural indicators, such as official reports related to procedural 

violations or awards for integrity. The combination of these indicators is expected to reduce 

single-source bias and provide a richer picture of epistemic akhlak across time. 

Intention-Trace Alignment is expected to be positively influenced by Epistemic Intention 

Purification and intellectual virtues, and negatively influenced by motivated reasoning. In this 

way, Intention-Trace Alignment becomes the link between upstream intention and the 

downstream epistemic akhlak that becomes visible in practice. 

This article binds all of these traditions together by placing Epistemic Intention Purification as 

an upstream node that connects character, reasoning, and social structure. Truth is no longer 

treated merely as the output of correct procedures, but as the fruit of an encounter between 

procedures that can be audited and intentions that are purified before a normative horizon. 

Intellectual virtues function as the character medium through which Epistemic Intention 

Purification flows into patterns of reasoning, while motivated reasoning is read as a symptom 

that epistemic intention has shifted from an orientation toward truth to an orientation toward 

self-justification or group interests. Intention-Trace Alignment completes this configuration by 

adding a layer of trace-reading, namely the alignment or misalignment between spoken 

commitments to truth and the patterns of epistemic akhlak that become visible across time. 

Through this chain of relations, The Cohesive Tetrad appears not only as a normative 

framework, but as a testable theoretical architecture concerning how intention, character, 

reasoning, and trace are connected in the practice of knowledge. 

2.7. Mistika based Reflective Practices as the operationalisation of the Mistika slice 

The dimension of Mistika in The Cohesive Tetrad shows that the journey of purifying intention 

cannot be separated from repeated inner exercises, self-examination, and the acknowledgment 

of the limits of human knowledge (Nasr, 1989; Mutaqin, 2025). This article does not pretend 

to bring that entire dimension into the laboratory, but takes the slice that can be operationalised 

as Mistika based Reflective Practices. 

Mistika based Reflective Practices are designed as a series of structured reflective sessions that 

invite participants to: reread the reasons behind epistemic decisions, become aware of shifts in 

reasons when the results that emerge do not match expectations, examine conflicts between 

truth and interest, and recall the telos of the knowledge activities being undertaken. These 

sessions are not ethics lectures, but exercises in reading the movements of the inner life in the 

context of concrete decisions faced in the worlds of research, policy, or algorithmic system 

governance. 
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This intervention is expected to influence Epistemic Intention Purification and intellectual 

virtues, and indirectly to reduce motivated reasoning. If Mistika based Reflective Practices are 

shown to have meaningful effects, then we obtain preliminary evidence that the empirical slice 

of the horizon of Mistika can reach the layer of epistemic intention without being reduced to a 

mere general moral exhortation. 

In the horizon of Mistika within The Cohesive Tetrad, intention is understood as the inner 

centre of gravity that moves the entire configuration of intellect, feeling, and action. Several 

lines of reflection that form the starting point of this article affirm that intention always leaves 

an outward shadow, that what is hidden is not truly hidden for those who are willing to read 

the trace of akhlak, that every change of reasons is a crack that opens a path toward the source 

of intention, and that intention which ends in harm reveals a defect already present at the 

upstream. From this perspective, Epistemic Intention Purification is not merely an abstract 

moral condition, but a process of forming the inner centre of gravity so that it is ordered by 

commitment to truth, rather than by the impulses of prestige, fear, or momentary interests. 

Mistika based Reflective Practices are intended as a structured container for the process of 

rereading intention in the presence of Sabda, rationality, and the traces of life, whereas 

Intention-Trace Alignment, the degree of alignment between epistemic intention and 

epistemic-moral trace, formulates how the quality of intention that has been purified ought to 

be reflected in patterns of decision making, discipline toward evidence, and epistemic akhlak 

that can be observed. In this way, the dimension of Mistika provides a field of meaning that 

unifies all the empirical constructs tested in the three study programme. 

2.8. Conceptual model and research questions 

Based on the entire exposition above, the proposed conceptual model can be summarised as 

follows. Epistemic Intention Purification influences intellectual virtues and motivated 

reasoning. Intellectual virtues function as mediators in the relationship between Epistemic 

Intention Purification and the reduction of motivated reasoning. The configuration of Epistemic 

Intention Purification, intellectual virtues, and motivated reasoning then affects Intention-

Trace Alignment across time. Mistika based Reflective Practices are expected to shift this 

configuration causally. 

From this model, three clusters of research questions emerge explicitly. First, what is the factor 

structure of Epistemic Intention Purification and what is its position in relation to intellectual 

virtues, religiosity, general personality traits, and motivated reasoning. Second, do Mistika 

based Reflective Practices, compared to an active control training, produce increases in 

Epistemic Intention Purification and intellectual virtues as well as reductions in motivated 

reasoning that are sustained in the short term. Third, to what extent do Epistemic Intention 

Purification, intellectual virtues, and motivated reasoning after the intervention predict 

Intention-Trace Alignment over a period of approximately six months, after initial integrity 

and other contextual factors are controlled. 

This model becomes the basis for constructing the three study architecture that has been 

outlined in Chapter 3 and serves as a reference for the projection of outcome patterns discussed 

in Chapter 4. In this way, the Theoretical Background and Conceptual Model binds together 

the horizon of The Cohesive Tetrad, pure science, and the practical needs of truth governance 

in the era of humans and algorithms within a single configuration that can be tested and refined 

collectively. 
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3. Research Methods (Summary of the Three-Study Programme Architecture) 

This section summarises the architecture of the research programme without repeating all of 

the technical details that have been set out previously. Its purpose is to show the methodological 

rigour and the tight interconnection between the three studies. 

3.1. Overall design 

This research programme is designed as a sequence of three complementary quantitative 

studies. Study 1 uses an online cross-sectional survey design for instrument development and 

validation. Study 2 uses a randomised controlled experimental design with an intervention 

group and an active control group to test the effects of Mistika based Reflective Practices. 

Study 3 uses a longitudinal design with a six-month follow up to examine Intention-Trace 

Alignment. 

The target population includes master’s and doctoral students, early-career researchers, and 

professionals in research institutions and policy units who are involved in knowledge-based 

activities. The sampling strategy is purposive non-probability sampling with clear inclusion 

criteria, for example at least one year of experience in scientific or knowledge-based 

professional activities and availability to participate in several measurement points. 

3.2. Study 1: development and validation of the Epistemic Intention Purification Scale 

Study 1 aims to develop the Epistemic Intention Purification Scale and to test its validity and 

reliability, while at the same time mapping its initial relationships with intellectual virtues and 

motivated reasoning. 

The procedure begins with the construction of an item pool based on the theoretical definition 

and a review of the literature related to virtue epistemology, research integrity, and studies of 

moral intention. The initial pool is subjected to content review by a panel of experts to ensure 

clarity and appropriateness of meaning. After a preliminary pilot test, the pruned version is 

administered to a sufficiently large sample for exploratory and confirmatory factor analyses, 

with a minimum target of three hundred respondents. 

Exploratory factor analysis is conducted to identify the dimensional structure, followed by 

confirmatory factor analysis with a second-order factor model. Model fit is evaluated using 

several indices such as CFI, TLI, RMSEA, and SRMR with stringent criteria. Convergent and 

discriminant validity are tested using Average Variance Extracted and comparisons between 

constructs. Internal reliability is estimated with coefficients appropriate for ordinal data. 

Subsequently, structural modelling is used to test the relationships between Epistemic Intention 

Purification, intellectual virtues, and motivated reasoning, while including religiosity, 

personality traits, and socially desirable responding as covariates. 

3.3. Study 2: experiment on Mistika based Reflective Practices 

Study 2 examines whether Mistika based Reflective Practices can shift the configuration of 

Epistemic Intention Purification, intellectual virtues, and motivated reasoning. 
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Participants who meet the criteria are randomly assigned to an intervention group and an active 

control group. The intervention group takes part in a series of reflective sessions based on 

Mistika based Reflective Practices, whereas the active control group participates in sessions of 

similar duration and intensity that focus on science literacy and formal ethics without reflective 

exploration of intention. 

Measurements are conducted at three time points: before the intervention, immediately after 

the intervention, and several weeks after the intervention. At each time point, participants 

complete the Epistemic Intention Purification Scale, scales of intellectual virtues, and take part 

in standardised motivated reasoning tasks. 

Analyses use mixed models and latent change models to examine change across time and 

differences between groups. Mediation analyses are used to test whether changes in Epistemic 

Intention Purification and intellectual virtues serve as pathways for the intervention’s effects 

on motivated reasoning. Covariates are included to control for other factors such as religiosity 

and personality traits. 

3.4. Study 3: longitudinal Intention-Trace Alignment 

Study 3 examines whether the configuration of Epistemic Intention Purification, intellectual 

virtues, and motivated reasoning after the intervention is associated with Intention-Trace 

Alignment over a period of approximately six months. 

Participants are re-contacted to provide self-reports on epistemic integrity and 

acknowledgements of questionable working practices, and to nominate a colleague or 

supervisor to complete a questionnaire assessing the participant’s epistemic integrity. These 

indicators are combined in a latent factor model to form the construct of Intention-Trace 

Alignment. 

Longitudinal structural modelling is used to test the effects of Epistemic Intention Purification, 

intellectual virtues, and motivated reasoning after the intervention on Intention-Trace 

Alignment, while controlling for baseline integrity and other covariates. Estimation techniques 

that are robust to missing data and drop-out are used to maintain the accuracy of inferences. 

3.5. Ethical considerations and open science 

All studies are subject to approval by an ethics committee and adhere strictly to the principles 

of informed consent, confidentiality, and the right of participants to withdraw without 

consequence. The research protocol and main analysis plans are preregistered in an open 

science repository. Instruments, procedural documentation, and analysis syntax are made 

openly available insofar as this does not violate privacy, so that the scientific community has 

wide scope to audit and replicate the entire research programme. 

4. Anticipated Patterns of Results and Integrated Conceptual Discussion 

This chapter does not report empirical data. Instead, it presents the patterns of results that would 

be anticipated if the three study programme that has been designed were to be implemented 

with adequate methodological rigour. In this sense, Chapter 4 functions as a bridge between 
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the theoretical construction and the empirical design. Here, The Cohesive Tetrad, Epistemic 

Intention Purification, intellectual virtues, motivated reasoning, and Intention-Trace Alignment 

are read together as a single mutually binding system. 

The articulation of anticipated patterns is not intended as a substitute for data, but as an open 

statement of testable theoretical expectations. If, in due course, the patterns that emerge in the 

field differ from the projections developed here, those differences are not to be treated as 

failures that must be concealed, but as indicators that operational definitions or theoretical 

assumptions need to be revised. 

4.1. Epistemic considerations in presenting anticipated patterns of results 

Epistemically, there are two main reasons why anticipated patterns of results need to be 

explained explicitly. First, such projections compel the researcher to state clearly the forms of 

relationships expected between variables, thereby avoiding an attitude of passively accepting 

whatever emerges from the data. Second, the anticipated patterns provide a transparent basis 

for evaluation by the scientific community: readers can see to what extent later results 

genuinely support or instead challenge the theoretical architecture that frames the research. 

In the context of The Cohesive Tetrad, this stance is aligned with Epistemic Intention 

Purification. The intention to side with truth demands openness to the possibility that the world 

does not follow the scenario desired by theory. Thus, the anticipated patterns of results 

explained in this chapter constitute an upfront declaration of commitment: if the data later do 

not provide support, it is the theory that will be reconsidered, not the data that will be 

manipulated. 

4.2. Study 1: the latent structure of Epistemic Intention Purification and its relationship with 

intellectual virtues and motivated reasoning 

Study 1 aims to examine whether Epistemic Intention Purification can be modelled as a stable 

second-order latent construct, and how it is positioned in relation to intellectual virtues, 

religiosity, general personality traits, and motivated reasoning. 

The first anticipated pattern is the emergence of a clear and consistent factor structure. Items 

developed to capture dimensions of Epistemic Intention Purification are expected to cluster 

into several first-order factors that represent aspects such as: willingness to prioritise truth over 

identity loyalty, courage to acknowledge mistakes in the presence of authorities, and reluctance 

to engage in questionable working practices even under institutional pressure. These factors 

are then bound by a second-order factor that represents Epistemic Intention Purification as a 

more general inner orientation. 

Model fit indices are expected to meet stringent criteria for confirmatory factor analysis. The 

Comparative Fit Index and Tucker-Lewis Index are expected to be high, while the Root Mean 

Square Error of Approximation and Standardised Root Mean Square Residual remain within 

ranges that indicate good model fit. Convergent validity is to be assessed via Average Variance 

Extracted, while discriminant validity is examined by comparing the square root of AVE with 

inter-construct correlations. 
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The second anticipated pattern is a significant positive correlation between Epistemic Intention 

Purification and intellectual virtues, accompanied by a negative correlation with motivated 

reasoning. That is, individuals with higher Epistemic Intention Purification are expected to 

exhibit stronger intellectual humility, intellectual honesty, and openness to evidence, and at the 

same time show a lower tendency to evaluate evidence selectively for the sake of defending 

their initial positions. 

However, these correlations are not expected to be so high as to erase construct distinctions. 

Discriminant validity must remain intact. Epistemic Intention Purification is not simply another 

name for “good character” in general or for religiosity; it is a specific orientation that directs 

the subject to side with truth in situations of conflict between truth and interest. 

The third anticipated pattern arises from structural modelling that includes religiosity, general 

personality traits, and socially desirable responding as covariates. In this model, Epistemic 

Intention Purification is expected to retain a unique contribution to intellectual virtues and 

motivated reasoning after the effects of those other constructs are controlled. If such a pattern 

emerges, the claim that Epistemic Intention Purification is a specific upstream construct gains 

initial empirical footing. 

Conversely, if Epistemic Intention Purification cannot be clearly distinguished from religiosity 

or general personality traits, or if it does not show a unique contribution to intellectual virtues 

and motivated reasoning, then its conceptual definition and item content will need to be 

corrected. In that scenario, the horizon of Mistika drawn into the operational realm has not yet 

been sharply contacted by the scale that has been constructed. 

4.3. Study 2: the impact of Mistika based Reflective Practices on the configuration of intention, 

intellectual virtues, and motivated reasoning 

Study 2 functions as an initial causal test. Here, the main question is whether the Mistika based 

Reflective Practices intervention can shift the configuration of Epistemic Intention 

Purification, intellectual virtues, and motivated reasoning compared with an active control 

training focused on science literacy and formal ethics. 

The anticipated pattern is that the group participating in Mistika based Reflective Practices will 

show greater increases in Epistemic Intention Purification and intellectual virtues, as well as 

sharper and more persistent reductions in motivated reasoning, than the active control group. 

This pattern is to be assessed at least at two time points: immediately after the intervention and 

at a short-term follow up. 

Analytically, latent change models are expected to show a main effect of the intervention on 

Epistemic Intention Purification, with intellectual virtues serving as partial mediators. Changes 

in motivated reasoning are expected to be associated with changes in Epistemic Intention 

Purification and intellectual virtues, so that the pathways of influence from Mistika based 

Reflective Practices can be mapped in layers: from the reflective experience that touches 

intention, to the strengthening of intellectual virtues, and ultimately to the reduction of 

distortions in reasoning. 

If such a pattern emerges, it carries strong theoretical implications. It would indicate that the 

horizon of Mistika in The Cohesive Tetrad can be operationalised as a measurable reflective 
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intervention without being reduced to a mere session of moral exhortation. Mistika based 

Reflective Practices do not simply invite participants to reflect; they direct the reflective 

process toward questions that engage conflicts between truth and interest, and invite critical 

distance from hidden motives. 

If the intervention effects are minimal or not different from those of the active control training, 

several interpretations become possible. The intensity and duration of the intervention may not 

yet be sufficient to reach the deeper layer of epistemic intention. Alternatively, the form of 

reflective practice employed may need to be adapted to the culture and context of participants. 

In both possibilities, The Cohesive Tetrad continues to provide direction, but the manner in 

which the horizon of Mistika is brought into the intervention realm will need to be improved. 

4.4. Study 3: Intention-Trace Alignment as a longitudinal test of epistemic akhlak 

Study 3 positions the construct of Intention-Trace Alignment as a longitudinal test of the claim 

that purified intention will leave observable traces of epistemic akhlak. In this case, the 

configuration of Epistemic Intention Purification, intellectual virtues, and motivated reasoning 

measured after the intervention serves as a predictor of Intention-Trace Alignment six months 

later. 

The anticipated pattern is that Epistemic Intention Purification and intellectual virtues will 

make positive contributions to Intention-Trace Alignment, whereas high motivated reasoning 

will be associated with a decrease in the alignment between declared intention and recorded 

behavioural traces. A well-fitting structural model is expected to continue to show these 

contributions after baseline integrity and institutional contextual factors are controlled. 

Intention-Trace Alignment itself is projected as a latent factor formed from several indicators: 

self-reports of epistemic integrity and questionable working practices, colleague or supervisor 

ratings of participants’ epistemic behaviour, and any available objective data such as records 

of violations or integrity awards. The combination of these indicators is intended to reduce the 

risk of perceptual bias and to provide a more robust picture of epistemic akhlak across time. 

If the model shows that the configuration of Epistemic Intention Purification, intellectual 

virtues, and motivated reasoning explains a meaningful proportion of the variance in Intention-

Trace Alignment, the claim that purified epistemic intention leaves traces in epistemic akhlak 

receives initial support. If not, the assumption that the relationship between intention and trace 

can be explained by this set of constructs will need to be revised; institutional incentive 

structures, organisational culture, or power dynamics may play a stronger role than initially 

expected. 

4.5. Cross-study synthesis and implications for truth governance 

Viewed in an integrated way, the three anticipated patterns yield a single line of argument. 

Study 1 is expected to confirm that Epistemic Intention Purification is a latent construct that 

can be defined with precision, distinct from yet related to intellectual virtues and motivated 

reasoning. Study 2 is expected to show that the horizon of Mistika in The Cohesive Tetrad can 

take shape in the form of a reflective intervention that genuinely shifts the configuration of 

intention and intellectual character. Study 3 is expected to add that this configuration does not 
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remain at the level of discourse, but leaves traces in Intention-Trace Alignment that can be read 

through epistemic akhlak over a period of several months. 

If the entire set of anticipated patterns is confirmed, truth governance receives three 

contributions. First, there emerges a new vocabulary for discussing the integrity of knowledge 

that moves from intention to trace, rather than merely from procedure to outcome. Second, 

there is an initial toolkit for measuring and intervening in Epistemic Intention Purification in 

the contexts of higher education, research institutions, and policy units. Third, there is a 

conceptual basis for reframing discourse on the governance of algorithmic truth, with a 

reminder that behind every model and dataset there stand subjects whose intentions can either 

be purified or left obscure. 

If the patterns that emerge in the field differ from those anticipated, the contribution of this 

research shifts but does not disappear. Such differences will show where The Cohesive Tetrad 

needs to be reread, where the definition of Epistemic Intention Purification requires refinement, 

and to what extent the pathways between intention and trace are shaped by broader social 

configurations. In both cases, Chapter 4 serves as a compass: it states clearly what the theory 

expects, so that any empirical results obtained later can be read honestly and openly within the 

horizon of Epistemic Intention Purification. 

Viewed as a single trajectory, the three anticipated patterns of results form a multi-level 

argument that locks together. Study 1 is expected to affirm that Epistemic Intention Purification 

is a sharply defined latent construct, empirically distinguishable from yet correlated with 

intellectual virtues, religiosity, personality traits, and motivated reasoning. Study 2 is projected 

to show that the horizon of Mistika in The Cohesive Tetrad can be sliced into the form of 

Mistika based Reflective Practices that effectively shift the configuration of intention and 

intellectual character within a controlled experimental setting. Study 3 adds a temporal 

dimension by examining whether this new configuration genuinely leaves traces in Intention-

Trace Alignment, as reflected in epistemic akhlak that can be read through self-report, peer 

assessment, and indicators of questionable working practices over a span of several months. If 

this sequence of findings is confirmed, truth governance gains a conceptual and empirical basis 

for speaking of integrity not only as procedural compliance, but as a measurable alignment 

between purified epistemic intention and the traces of akhlak left in the social world. 

5. Theoretical, Methodological, and Practical Implications 

The three study programme designed in this article frames Epistemic Intention Purification as 

the heart of truth governance that can be examined scientifically. Study 1 lays the psychometric 

foundations and conceptual position of Epistemic Intention Purification among intellectual 

virtues, religiosity, and distorted patterns of reasoning. Study 2 shows how its slice in the form 

of Mistika based Reflective Practices can be operationalised as a measurable intervention 

without reducing Mistika to a mere motivational technique. Study 3 shifts the focus to the 

temporal trajectory by assessing whether changes in the configuration of intention and 

intellectual character genuinely leave traces in Intention-Trace Alignment that can be read in 

indicators of epistemic akhlak. With this configuration, The Cohesive Tetrad acquires an 

operational form that can be debated in the forum of pure science, while remaining faithful to 

its original mandate of restoring human dignity as the axis of knowledge. 
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This chapter elaborates the broader consequences of the research architecture that has been 

constructed. Its focus is no longer to explain what has been designed, but to articulate what 

changes in the way we understand truth, intention, epistemic akhlak, and the governance of 

knowledge if this three study programme is implemented and seriously debated in the arena of 

scientific inquiry. 

5.1. Theoretical implications for epistemology, the ethics of knowledge, and The Cohesive 

Tetrad 

At the theoretical level, this article proposes an important repositioning of several traditions 

that have thus far tended to run separately. Classical epistemology focuses on the relationship 

between belief, truth, and justification. Social epistemology adds dimensions of power, 

authority, and the distribution of knowledge. Virtue epistemology highlights the role of 

intellectual virtues in rendering someone trustworthy as an epistemic subject. Studies of 

motivated reasoning show how identity and interest can skew reasoning even when cognitive 

capacity is high. 

The research architecture developed here binds these traditions together by placing Epistemic 

Intention Purification as an upstream node. Truth is thus no longer discussed merely as the 

outcome of correct procedures, but as the fruit of an encounter between sound procedures and 

purified intention. Intellectual virtues are understood as channels of character through which 

Epistemic Intention Purification flows into patterns of reasoning. Motivated reasoning is read 

as a symptom that epistemic intention has deviated from an orientation toward truth and shifted 

toward self-justification. 

Intention-Trace Alignment adds a layer that has thus far remained vague in integrity discourse. 

The term epistemic integrity is often used, yet is rarely accompanied by a conceptual and 

empirical mechanism for reading its traces systematically. By formulating Intention-Trace 

Alignment as the degree of alignment between spoken commitments to truth and the traces of 

epistemic akhlak reflected in self reports, peer assessments, and indicators of questionable 

working practices, this article provides a new language for reading integrity not only from 

intention, but from the trace left across time. 

Within the horizon of The Cohesive Tetrad, this contribution can be understood as an effort to 

draw the four pillars into the scientific arena without reducing the horizon of meaning they 

carry. Sabda continues to function as telos and norm, not as an experimental variable. Logos is 

strengthened through rigorous conceptual and statistical modelling. Qualia appears through the 

reading of the impact of truth in the lives of individuals and institutions, especially in the form 

of trust, a sense of safety, and cohesion. Mistika provides the horizon of intention purification, 

which is then carefully sliced into the forms of Epistemic Intention Purification and Mistika 

based Reflective Practices. 

If this research programme produces strong empirical support, The Cohesive Tetrad acquires a 

new position in contemporary epistemological conversations: not only as a normative 

framework, but as a source for theoretical constructions that can be tested by pure science 

without losing their integrity. If the results turn out to be more complex or even contrary to the 

projections, this article still contributes theoretically by showing where the limits of 

operationalising the mystical horizon must be corrected and deepened. 
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5.2. Methodological implications: measuring and intervening in intention without reducing 

Mistika 

From a methodological perspective, this article advances a working principle that is subtle yet 

important: constructs rooted in a mystical horizon can be operationalised, provided that what 

is operationalised is explicitly acknowledged only as their empirical slice, not their entirety. 

The Epistemic Intention Purification Scale and Mistika based Reflective Practices are two 

concrete examples of this principle. Neither is intended to “replace” deeper intentional-spiritual 

experiences, but to function as a bridge between the horizon of Mistika and the needs of pure 

science for operational definitions, indicators, and protocols. In this way, the article rejects two 

extremes at once. It resists the tendency to treat the entire inner dimension as beyond the reach 

of science and thus exclude it entirely from discussion. It also resists the tendency to simplify 

the inner dimension into shallow psychological scores that are treated as if they fully represent 

mystical experience. 

The use of a second-order factor model for Epistemic Intention Purification, structural 

modelling that links intention, intellectual virtues, and motivated reasoning, and the use of 

multi-source indicators for Intention-Trace Alignment demonstrate a methodological 

commitment to avoiding reductionism. Pure science remains firmly upheld: constructs must be 

observable through indicators, testable, and replicable. However, the process of selecting 

constructs, indicators, and interventions is carried out with an awareness that there is a wider 

horizon of meaning that is not fully closed by instruments. 

Another methodological implication arises from the willingness to state anticipated patterns of 

results before data are collected. This stance requires researchers to write down their 

expectations explicitly, thereby reducing the temptation to adjust theory to data in an ad hoc 

manner. In the context of Epistemic Intention Purification, such honesty about expectations is 

itself a form of methodological integrity practice: theory must be ready to be corrected by 

reality, not the other way around. 

5.3. Practical implications for higher education and the formation of a new generation of 

researchers 

Practically, one of the most direct application fields for this architecture is higher education 

and the formation of new generations of researchers. Thus far, research ethics has often been 

taught as a set of rules to be obeyed: prohibitions against data fabrication, obligations to cite 

sources, or procedures for ethical clearance. This approach is important, but it does not yet 

address the question of why one should side with truth when truth entails risks for career, 

identity, or comfort. 

By making Epistemic Intention Purification a construct that can be explained, measured, and 

discussed openly, higher education institutions and researcher training programmes can shift 

conversations about integrity from mere compliance to the domain of inner formation. Mistika 

based Reflective Practices, if later shown to be effective, can be integrated with care into 

curricula, not as a separate course, but as a series of periodic reflective sessions that invite 

students and early-career researchers to reread the intentions behind their epistemic decisions. 
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The application of the Intention-Trace Alignment principle also creates space for deeper 

learning mechanisms. Rather than assessing the quality of scientific work only through 

citations and indices, institutions can begin thinking about how to shape contexts so that 

commitment to truth is reflected in daily micro decisions: how to report unexpected or 

unfavourable results, how to formulate claims of contribution, and how to respond to pressure 

to align data with a desired narrative. 

5.4. Practical implications for research institutions, policymakers, and algorithmic truth 

governance 

This architecture also has implications for research institutions, policy bodies, and entities 

managing large scale algorithmic systems. In research institutions and policy units, periodic 

measurement of Epistemic Intention Purification and Intention-Trace Alignment can function 

as one indicator of the climate of epistemic integrity. These indicators are not intended to 

control individuals repressively, but to read institutional patterns: where commitment to truth 

is strengthening, and where questionable working practices tend to be tolerated or even 

enabled. 

In algorithmic truth governance, this framework serves as a reminder that discussions of bias, 

fairness, and accountability cannot be detached from the epistemic intentions of system 

designers and stewards. A model may be statistically fair, yet still be directed toward serving 

interests that deviate from an orientation to truth and justice. If Epistemic Intention Purification 

becomes part of the culture of teams developing and deploying models, then conversations 

about fairness and transparency do not end at technical parameters, but include questions about 

system goals and the willingness to correct course when emerging impacts deviate from justice. 

At the level of public policy, this architecture can support the design of programmes that place 

epistemic integrity as a key indicator of success. Programmes related to information literacy, 

public data provision, or the use of artificial intelligence in public services can be assessed not 

only in terms of reach and efficiency, but also in terms of the extent to which they strengthen 

Epistemic Intention Purification among decision makers and core users of the systems. 

5.5. Implications for the development of The Cohesive Tetrad as a cross-disciplinary 

framework 

Finally, within the broader intellectual project, this article illustrates one way in which The 

Cohesive Tetrad can be positioned at the centre of cross-disciplinary scientific arenas. By 

making Epistemic Intention Purification, intellectual virtues, motivated reasoning, and 

Intention-Trace Alignment points of convergence between philosophy, psychology, the ethics 

of knowledge, and technology studies, The Cohesive Tetrad presents itself not merely as a 

closed conceptual system, but as an architecture capable of generating research programmes 

that can be audited by the global scientific community. 

If this path is pursued consistently in other domains such as economics, public policy, or 

religious studies, The Cohesive Tetrad has the potential to become one of the reference 

frameworks in conversations about truth governance across eras. For this to occur, however, 

every step of development must follow the same principles emphasised in this article: intention 
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must be purified, claims must be formulated with rigour, and every theoretical construction 

must be willing to be tested by data and criticism. 

Thus, Chapter 5 affirms that the research architecture proposed here does more than contribute 

a technical design. It offers a new way of speaking about truth, intention, and epistemic akhlak 

in a world where humans and algorithms share the stage in producing and governing knowledge 

6. Limitations and Future Research Agenda 

This chapter sets out, in an open manner, the boundaries of the research architecture proposed 

here, while formulating lines of development that need to be pursued so that Epistemic 

Intention Purification and Intention-Trace Alignment can genuinely function as cross-

disciplinary scientific reference points. Acknowledging limitations is not merely a formal 

appendix, but part of Epistemic Intention Purification itself: the intention to side with truth 

demands a willingness to see where theory and research design still need refinement. 

6.1. Limitations of conceptual scope and social context 

The architecture developed in this article departs from the horizon of The Cohesive Tetrad and 

is calibrated primarily by the experience of the scientific community, higher education, and 

knowledge-based institutions. The definitions of Epistemic Intention Purification, intellectual 

virtues, motivated reasoning, and Intention-Trace Alignment are therefore formed within a 

landscape of values, academic decorum, and incentive structures that are characteristic of the 

worlds of research and policy. This configuration introduces boundaries that need to be 

acknowledged explicitly. In other fields such as journalism, activism, the business world, 

grassroots religious communities, or startup technology ecosystems, conflicts between truth 

and interest may take very different forms, with languages of justification, patterns of pressure, 

and ways of understanding epistemic akhlak that do not always run parallel to academic 

contexts. 

Accordingly, the model proposed here is better read as an initial design that emerges from one 

relatively specific social field. Generalisation to other contexts requires conceptual adaptation 

and instrumentation that are sensitive to local languages, values, and configurations of power, 

and must be supported by further studies that re examine the validity and reliability of the 

constructs in different social environments. 

6.2. Limitations of the depth of Mistika in the empirical design 

The dimension of Mistika in The Cohesive Tetrad encompasses an intentional-spiritual journey 

that is usually formed through a long period of time, guidance, and inner disciplines that go 

beyond the scope of a single research programme. This architecture deliberately takes only the 

slice that can be operationalised, namely Epistemic Intention Purification and Mistika based 

Reflective Practices. 

This choice safeguards two things at once. On the one hand, it respects the depth of Mistika as 

a horizon that cannot be reduced to a collection of scores. On the other hand, it provides a 

foothold for pure science, which requires operational definitions and clear indicators. Yet this 

choice also introduces limits. 
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What is tested by the three studies is not the entire horizon of Mistika, but a small part that is 

explicitly stated as an empirical slice. If the empirical findings later support the anticipated 

patterns, that support cannot be read as a comprehensive proof of all dimensions of Mistika. If 

the results weaken the expected patterns, this does not automatically overturn the horizon of 

Mistika; rather, it indicates that the way in which this horizon is drawn into the operational 

realm needs improvement. 

Thus, the main limitation here is the inevitable distance between a full intentional-spiritual 

experience and the operational forms that can be handled by scales, reasoning tasks, and 

intervention protocols. This architecture accepts that distance as a condition of work, not as a 

reason to close down the discussion. 

6.3. Methodological limitations and implementation challenges 

Methodologically, the three study programme relies on quantitative designs with latent factor 

modelling, structural analysis, randomised controlled experiments, and longitudinal design. 

This approach fits the aim of producing constructs that can be tested and replicated. However, 

it also brings limitations. 

First, the measurement of Epistemic Intention Purification and intellectual virtues through 

questionnaires is not free from the risk of self report bias. High scores may reflect genuine 

commitment, but may also be influenced by a desire to present oneself as a person of integrity. 

Attempts to minimise this bias have been embedded through the use of covariates such as 

socially desirable responding, yet the bias cannot be eliminated entirely. 

Second, the measurement of Intention-Trace Alignment, which combines self reports, peer 

assessments, and indicators of questionable working practices, faces constraints in data access 

and ethical sensitivity. Not all institutions are willing to open relevant records, and not all 

colleagues feel safe in assessing the integrity of others. This can limit the quality and 

completeness of the indicators that form the latent construct of Intention-Trace Alignment. 

Third, the longitudinal design faces the challenge of participant retention. Those who drop out 

halfway are not always random; they may have profiles of intention, character, or work context 

that differ from those who remain. Estimation techniques that are robust to missing data can 

reduce bias, but do not remove the possibility of selection patterns that influence results. 

This architecture recognises such limitations and treats them as part of the working conditions 

that must be borne rather than ignored. Refining the design, improving instrument quality, and 

strengthening institutional support all become part of the future research agenda. 

6.4. Future research agenda: deepening, broadening, and cross-checking 

Behind the limitations acknowledged above, there are several research pathways that can enrich 

and test the architecture proposed here. At least three main lines can be highlighted. 

First, qualitative deepening. In depth interviews, institutional case studies, and participant 

observation can be used to capture nuances of Epistemic Intention Purification and Intention-

Trace Alignment that are not captured by quantitative instruments. Such approaches allow 

researchers to listen to how people narrate conflicts between truth and interest, how they 
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experience fractures between intention and trace, and how they understand Mistika in everyday 

life. These qualitative findings can then be used to refine existing concept definitions and 

instrument items. 

Second, expansion across contexts and cultures. This architecture needs to be tested in diverse 

social and geographical fields, for example in research institutions in other countries, civil 

society organisations, or technology companies that manage large scale algorithmic systems. 

Instrument adaptation must attend to differences in language, norms, and authority structures. 

Cross cultural testing will help answer the question of the extent to which Epistemic Intention 

Purification and Intention-Trace Alignment are universal, and to what extent they take on 

specific local forms. 

Third, cross checking through multi centre collaboration and meta analysis. To ensure that the 

constructs proposed are not dependent on a single research team or environment, a series of 

replication and extension studies conducted by different research groups is needed. These 

results can later be pooled through meta analysis to assess the strength and stability of 

relationships between Epistemic Intention Purification, intellectual virtues, motivated 

reasoning, and Intention-Trace Alignment across contexts. 

Beyond these three lines, there is also scope for integration with neurocognitive research and 

computational modelling. Neurocognitive studies could examine how conflicts between truth 

and identity manifest in patterns of brain activation, while agent based computational models 

could simulate how the proportion of actors with high Epistemic Intention Purification 

influences the long term stability of knowledge ecosystems. 

6.5. Commitment to open science and epistemic integrity 

The proposed future research agenda will only be meaningful if it is carried out with a strong 

commitment to open science. Protocol preregistration, the sharing of data and analysis syntax 

insofar as this does not violate privacy, and the willingness to accept correction from the 

scientific community are all part of Intention-Trace Alignment within the research domain 

itself. 

In this way, the architecture proposed here does not only speak about Epistemic Intention 

Purification as an object of study; it also invites researchers to adopt it as a working principle. 

This article does not offer a shortcut that is immune to criticism. It offers a framework that can 

be tested, criticised, and improved collectively. In that lies both the strength and the intellectual 

humility that it seeks to cultivate. 

7. Conclusion 

This article departs from a simple yet far reaching concern: why does the crisis of truth continue 

to recur even as scientific methods are refined, data multiplied, and algorithms become more 

sophisticated. The answer developed across the text suggests that the root of the problem does 

not end at technique, but penetrates a more upstream layer, namely the epistemic intentions of 

those who manage, interpret, and utilise knowledge. As long as these intentions are not 

purified, procedural improvements will always risk being used to tidy up self justification 

rather than to serve truth. 
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By taking The Cohesive Tetrad as its horizon, this article formulates Epistemic Intention 

Purification as an inner orientation that makes truth the primary aim in knowledge based 

activity, especially when that truth intersects with interests and identity. Intellectual virtues are 

positioned as channels of character that convey this intention into patterns of reasoning. 

Motivated reasoning is read as a distortion that arises when cognitive capacity is used to defend 

positions rather than to weigh evidence. Intention-Trace Alignment is formulated as the 

alignment between spoken commitments to truth and the traces of epistemic akhlak that can be 

read across time. Together, these four elements form an architecture that binds Sabda, Logos, 

Qualia, and Mistika into a single configuration capable of entering into dialogue with pure 

science. 

The three study programme designed here gives concrete shape to that architecture. Study 1 

establishes a psychometric laboratory for constructing and testing the Epistemic Intention 

Purification Scale and mapping its relationships with intellectual virtues and motivated 

reasoning. Study 2 tests Mistika based Reflective Practices as a reflective intervention expected 

to shift the configuration of intention and intellectual character within a randomised controlled 

experimental design. Study 3 designs a longitudinal study to assess whether this configuration 

leaves a trace in Intention-Trace Alignment over six months. This sequence does not claim that 

Mistika has been fully brought into the laboratory, but rather shows how its slice can be 

operationalised without neglecting the depth of the normative horizon that underlies it. 

This article does not present data, and herein lies its epistemic integrity. The entire design is 

offered as a clear research architecture, with anticipated patterns of results and explicit points 

at which theory can be corrected by empirical findings. Thus, The Cohesive Tetrad is not 

treated as a system immune to criticism, but as a horizon that is willing to be tested through 

measurable constructs, falsifiable hypotheses, and research designs that can be replicated. If, 

in the future, data support the patterns described, Epistemic Intention Purification and 

Intention-Trace Alignment will be entitled to occupy a central position in the vocabulary of 

contemporary epistemology. If data reveal different patterns, this article will still function as a 

map marking where definitions, instruments, or assumptions require revision. 

In a knowledge landscape increasingly supported by information systems and algorithms, truth 

governance cannot rely on technical mechanisms alone. Regulations, protocols, and standards 

remain necessary, but they ultimately depend on the epistemic intentions of those who design, 

operate, and interpret such systems. By placing Epistemic Intention Purification upstream and 

Intention-Trace Alignment downstream, this architecture offers a way to read the relationship 

between the hidden and the visible, between inner decisions and epistemic akhlak that can be 

audited. 

If this article is later used as a basis for empirical research, curriculum development, 

institutional design, or policy formulation, it deserves to be called successful only insofar as it 

remains aligned with the commitment it itself proclaims: siding with truth even when this 

requires revising one’s stance, registering fractures in theory as opportunities for purification, 

and keeping the relationship between intention and trace always open to critical reading. At 

that point, The Cohesive Tetrad does not merely appear as a system of ideas, but as an invitation 

to the scientific community to build clearer forms of truth governance between humans and 

algorithms. 

Ultimately, this article advances a single conviction, borrowed from the language of Mistika 

and translated into the grammar of science. That conviction is that the wind of intention always 
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moves the leaves of akhlak, that what happens in the inner space is never completely silent in 

the face of the traces it leaves behind, and that the task of science is to devise fair and calibrated 

ways of reading the subtle relationship between the two. The research architecture that departs 

from The Cohesive Tetrad may be seen as an invitation to continually test, correct, and enrich 

the ways in which human beings order their epistemic intentions, so that the traces left in the 

worlds of data, policy, and algorithms are truly worthy of being called traces of truth. 
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