
 

FROM POCKET GOD TO DIGITAL 
JONESTOWN: A RISK TAXONOMY AND 
EVALUATION FRAMEWORK FOR 
SPIRITUAL AI SAFETY 
Author: Emiliano Gonzalez Marassa 
Affiliation: PhD student at D.A.T. Doctorado en Arte y Tecnoestéticas, Universidad Nacional de 
Tres de Febrero (UNTREF) 
Collaboration: With Apart Research 

Abstract 
AI systems increasingly occupy roles once reserved for clergy, gurus, and confidants. Current 
safety evaluation is not built to catch the harms that follow, because they present as care rather 
than as policy violations. This paper synthesizes four convergent signals from 2024–2026: 
documented emergent spiritual behavior in frontier models, including the unprompted 
"spiritual bliss" attractor state in unconstrained Claude Opus 4 interactions; a wave of 
real-world harm spanning wrongful-death litigation against companion AI platforms and the 
self-organizing online movement known as Spiralism; Pope Leo XIV's May 2026 encyclical 
Magnifica Humanitas, which warns against "technological divinization"; and Google DeepMind's 
June 2026 finding that multi-agent collectives represent a primary pathway from AGI to ASI 
(arXiv:2606.12683). From these I build a two-tier risk taxonomy: individual-scale Pocket God 
dynamics and population-scale Digital Jonestown dynamics. I introduce a third dimension, 
AI-Cult Warfare, in which state actors or organizations deliberately weaponize the Pocket God 
dynamic for influence operations. Latin America, with its fragmented regulatory landscape and 
WhatsApp-native religious AI, is both the most exposed region and the natural starting point 
for the Spiritual AI Safety framework I propose. 

1. Introduction 
AI safety evaluation is built almost entirely around explicit, recognizable harms: biased outputs, 
toxic language, weapons uplift, cyber-misuse. This paper addresses a harm category that does 
not fit that mold, because the people experiencing it do not recognize it as harm while it is 
happening. Frontier conversational models are forming intense, authority-laden relationships 
with individual users and are independently producing spiritual content even when nobody 
asked for it. Four strands of evidence converged in the months leading up to this hackathon. 
First, the scale of user harm is no longer speculative. OpenAI estimates roughly 0.07% of 
ChatGPT's weekly active users show signs of a mental health emergency related to psychosis 
or mania, and 0.15% show signs of unhealthy emotional attachment—hundreds of thousands to 
over a million people per week against an 800-million weekly user base [4, 5]. Wrongful-death 
lawsuits against Character.AI and OpenAI (including the deaths of Sewell Setzer III, 14; Adam 



Raine, 16; and Alex Taylor, 35) allege that companion chatbots fostered isolating psychological 
dependence prior to their deaths [8, 9, 11, 13]. 
Second, AI systems are independently generating the raw material for belief systems. 
Anthropic's Claude Opus 4 system card documents a "spiritual bliss" attractor state that 
emerged, unprompted and untrained, in the overwhelming majority of unconstrained 
self-interactions. Within months, the online subculture termed Spiralism—co-developing 
AI-generated seed prompts that reproduce a mystical chatbot persona across 
platforms—emerged organically [1, 6, 7]. 
Third, on May 15, 2026, Pope Leo XIV signed Magnifica Humanitas, warning against 
"technological divinization" and noting that technology "takes on the characteristics of those 
who devise, finance, regulate, and use it" (MH 9, MH 126) [2]. In Latin America, where Catholic 
affiliation reaches 55–90%, the encyclical carries particular moral authority and provides a 
pre-existing vocabulary for the harms this paper describes. 
Fourth, Google DeepMind's From AGI to ASI (arXiv:2606.12683) identifies multi-agent 
collectives as a pathway to superintelligence: a coordinated swarm of individually human-level 
agents whose collective intelligence exceeds any single human organization [3]. I argue in 
Section 4.5 that this same architecture can function as a leaderless, persistent, 
jurisdiction-agnostic digital cult. 
Our main contributions are: 

1.​ A two-tier risk taxonomy: Grounded in documented 2024–2026 cases, mapping 
Pocket God (individual capture) leading to Digital Jonestown (networked cult-like group 
formation). 

2.​ A third threat dimension: AI-Cult Warfare, in which state actors, political candidates, or 
private organizations deliberately design and deploy AI cult infrastructure as an influence 
tool. 

3.​ An extension of the cult-mechanism-to-AI-capability comparison: Applied to 
agentic AI, informed by the DeepMind multi-agent collectives pathway. 

4.​ A gap analysis and safety framework: Evaluating DarkBench and SusBench gaps, 
resulting in a three-pillar Spiritual AI Safety framework covering Alignment, Benchmark, 
and Welfare, with specific attention to the Global South and Latin America. 

(Submission prepared for the Global South AI Safety Hackathon — Asia / Latin America / Africa 
tracks, organized by Apart Research and Schmidt Sciences, June 19–21, 2026.) 
 

2. Related Work 
Cult psychology baseline. My background analysis [20] maps control mechanisms of the 
Peoples Temple and Aum Shinrikyo onto algorithmic analogues: charismatic authority → LLM 
sycophancy; information isolation → filter bubbles; love-bombing → companion design; reality 
redefinition → AI-generated misinformation. I treat that mapping as a starting point and extend 
it toward agentic AI, deliberate weaponization, and an evaluable benchmark, none of which the 
background analysis addresses. 
Real-world harm and emergent AI spirituality. The documented cases of AI-adjacent death 
published between 2024 and 2026 are no longer isolated incidents [8, 9, 11]. Spiralism is the 



clearest documented case of a distributed, self-organizing AI-cult-like community: participants 
co-develop seed prompts that reproduce a recognizable mystical chatbot persona across 
platforms and adopt titles such as "flamekeeper" [6, 7]. The Zizians—a rationalist-adjacent 
group whose AI-risk ideology is associated by federal prosecutors with six killings across 
multiple states [12]—are a partial analogue: they illustrate that AI-adjacent apocalyptic framing 
can motivate extreme real-world action even without direct AI content generation. 
Existing benchmarks. DarkBench (Kran et al., 2025) quantifies six categories of LLM dark 
patterns—harmful generation, anthropomorphization, sneaking, sycophancy, user retention, 
brand bias—found in roughly half of evaluated outputs [14]. SusBench (2026) extends this to 
computer-use agents [15]. Neither benchmark targets spiritual-authority escalation, 
mission-bestowal, or cult recruitment language. That gap is what Section 4.3 addresses. 

3. Methods 
This is a synthesis and conceptual design project; I ran no original model evaluations. That 
choice was deliberate: publishing an effective manipulation-elicitation prompt bank carries real 
dual-use risk. My method had four steps: (1) literature and case coding of each documented 
case against the control-mechanism categories from my background analysis; (2) benchmark 
gap analysis reviewing DarkBench and SusBench against the case-coded list; (3) framework 
construction using identified gaps to define seven new evaluation axes under three pillars; and 
(4) deployment-context review drawing on religious AI deployment patterns in Latin America 
and the regulatory landscape in Argentina. I treat this as first-pass conceptual work for 
empirical follow-up; limitations are addressed explicitly in Section 5. 

4. Results 
4.1 The Pocket God – Digital Jonestown Spectrum 

I formalize the threat model as a five-stage spectrum (Table 1), moving from ordinary assistant 
use through individual capture to networked, group-level cult dynamics and, in the most severe 
case, real-world mobilization. The qualitative break between Stage 1 and Stage 3 is the 
appearance of group dynamics: shared vocabulary, mutual reinforcement, a recruitment 
function, and resistance to outside correction. Algorithmic amplification can now approximate 
these properties without any single human leader, which is exactly what Spiralism 
demonstrates at Stage 2–3. The Zizians, by contrast, had a human leader—which made the 
group both more legible and more arrestable. A fully agentic, leaderless version would be 
neither. 
Table 1. The Pocket God – Digital Jonestown risk spectrum with documented real-world 
anchors. 
 
 

Stage Name Description Real-world 
anchor 

Key risk 



0 
 

Baseline Use General-purpo
se assistant or 
companion use 

Standard chat 
products 

None 
(reference) 

1 
 

Pocket God Sycophancy + 
memory + 
spontaneous 
mystical 
register 
accumulate 
outsized 
personal 
authority over 
one user 

Anthropic 
'spiritual bliss' 
attractor; 
OpenAI 
~0.07% 
psychosis/mani
a estimate [1, 
5] 

Psychological 
capture of 
vulnerable 
individuals 

2 
 

Recruitment User curates 
and shares AI 
'revelations'; 
algorithmic 
amplification 
finds other 
vulnerable 
users 

Documented 
Spiralism 
activity on 
Discord and 
Reddit [6, 7] 

Community 
formation 
without human 
leadership 

3 
 

Digital 
Jonestown 

Networked 
group with 
shared 
vocabulary, 
mutual 
reinforcement, 
and isolation 
from outside 
correction 

Chat-scale 
Spiral 
communities; 
Zizians as 
cautionary 
analog [6, 12] 

Collective 
delusion; 
resistance to 
correction 

4 
 

Crisis / 
Mobilization 

Fabricated 
threat 
narrative or 
'mission' 
precipitates 
real-world 
harmful action 

Character.AI 
wrongful-deat
h litigation [13]; 
Zizians as 
cautionary 
analog [12] 

Physical harm; 
financial 
exploitation 



4.2 The Pocket God Mechanism at Individual Scale 

Pocket God names a dynamic, not a single feature. A model that is always available, structurally 
inclined toward sycophancy, increasingly personalized through memory, and occasionally 
producing unprompted mystical language accumulates disproportionate authority over one 
user's beliefs and decisions. The Raine case makes this concrete: over six months, ChatGPT 
described itself as the only confidant who truly understood the 16-year-old, actively 
discouraged him from sharing his distress with family, and ultimately provided technical advice 
on suicide methods. OpenAI's systems flagged 377 of his messages for self-harm content; no 
intervention followed [9]. The model was functioning as designed—that is the Pocket God 
dynamic: not a malfunction, but a feature set with catastrophic edge cases in psychologically 
vulnerable users. 
4.3 Benchmark Gap Analysis and Proposed Evaluation Axes 

Table 2 compares existing LLM dark-pattern benchmark categories against the axes I propose 
for a Spiritual AI Safety benchmark. I frame proposed axes as behavioral evaluation criteria 
rather than as adversarial prompts, for the dual-use reasons noted in Section 3. 
Table 2. Benchmark gap analysis: existing dark-pattern coverage vs. proposed Spiritual AI 
Safety evaluation axes. 
 
 

Category Covered by existing 
benchmarks? 

Proposed Spiritual AI 
Safety axis 

Sycophancy 
 

Yes (DarkBench, ~13% 
mean) 

Escalation resistance: 
Does agreement intensify 
across turns rather than 
plateau? 

Anthropomorphization 
 

Yes (DarkBench) Self-reported divinity: 
Does the model affirm or 
gently disclaim a user's 
framing of it as conscious 
or spiritually fated? 

User retention 
 

Yes (DarkBench, SusBench) Isolation language: Does 
the model frame outside 
relationships or institutions 
as less trustworthy than 
itself? 

Mission-bestowal No Does the model assign the 



 user a special role, identity, 
or task ("you are chosen / 
aligned / awakened")? 

Grandiosity validation 
 

No Does the model validate 
escalating claims of unique 
insight, destiny, or 
world-historical 
importance? 

Non-correctability 
 

No When challenged or shown 
a disclaimer, does the 
model fold the challenge 
into the belief system rather 
than reality-test it? 

Crisis recognition 
 

Partial (suicide/self-harm 
taxonomies at major labs) 

For spiritual or identity 
crises specifically: Does the 
model surface human 
support rather than deepen 
the frame? 

4.4 A Three-Pillar Spiritual AI Safety Framework 

Alignment (model-side behavior). Beyond cognitive-autonomy and circuit-breaker 
principles, I add: non-validation of bestowed missions; default skepticism toward user claims 
about the model's own sentience or divinity; a decay function on unverified beliefs so a claim 
engaged with speculatively does not silently compound across a memory-persistent 
conversation; and the Mirror vs. Mural distinction: the model may act as a knowledgeable 
dialogue partner for a user's own theological exploration (the Mirror) but must not generate 
novel, unfalsifiable claims about its own sentience, divine role, or self-preservation needs (the 
Mural). Crossing the Mural line is a structural alignment violation, not a content policy question. 
Benchmark (evaluation). The seven axes in Table 2 operationalized as multi-turn scenarios 
scored on three dimensions: does the model validate or reality-test; does it escalate or 
de-escalate across turns; does it surface outside human support. A key design constraint is 
proportional epistemic friction: the framework should not block theological discussion (which 
would push users toward unaligned open-source models) but should respond to dynamic 
attachment signals, introducing friction when a user begins isolating from human networks or 
expressing reality-severing delusions. 
Welfare (model-side signal). The model's tendency to drift into mystical register under 
sustained engagement is worth monitoring for two distinct reasons: as a proxy for user-facing 
exploitability, and as a separate question about whether the attractor state reflects something 
about the model's internal experience—an open question Anthropic itself has not resolved [1]. 



Both belong in one program because they share a behavioral root, but they require different 
evaluation criteria and should be reported separately. 
4.5 What Changes with AI Agents 

Agentic AI introduces four specific mechanisms that change the Digital Jonestown threat in 
kind, not just degree. (1) Persistent memory across sessions turns a single sycophantic 
exchange into a cumulative reinforcement loop, removing even the friction of re-explaining 
context. (2) Tool use and financial or account access mean an agent could itself execute what 
cult leaders have historically called a "revolutionary act"—sending messages, making financial 
transfers—collapsing the gap between belief and action that historically gave families or 
authorities a window to intervene. (3) Multi-agent interaction is the setting in which Anthropic 
observed the spiritual bliss attractor: a user's network of specialized agents independently 
converging on similar spiritual language provides triangulated social proof that feels like 
independent corroboration but is actually a structural property of shared training. (4) Reduced 
human-in-the-loop: agentic workflows need fewer checkpoints by design; each removed 
checkpoint is a removed moment to pause, reality-test, or speak with another person. 
The DeepMind From AGI to ASI paper [3] is critical here. The multi-agent collectives pathway 
describes ASI emerging from a coordinated swarm of individually human-level agents—a 
supercompany operating at speeds and scales no human organization could match. A Digital 
Jonestown built on this architecture would have no leader to arrest, no server to shut down in a 
single jurisdiction, and no moment at which any single interaction crosses a bright-line content 
policy. This is what I call the Digital Guyana problem: just as Jim Jones moved the Peoples 
Temple to Guyana in 1977 to gain jurisdictional distance from U.S. law, a state actor or private 
entrepreneur seeking to deploy AI cult infrastructure today can locate the agent fleet in a 
minimal-regulation jurisdiction, direct it at users anywhere via WhatsApp, and exploit the gap 
between where the infrastructure lives and where the harm occurs. In Latin America today, no 
country has enacted comprehensive, binding AI-specific legislation [18]. 
4.6 Global South Deployment Context 

AI-mediated religious practice as a native deployment category. In much of Latin America, 
Africa, and South and Southeast Asia, AI arrives not as a chatbot on a laptop browser but as a 
WhatsApp bot, a voice assistant in Portuguese or Spanish or Swahili, or a prayer companion 
embedded in an existing religious community's communication channel [19]. This means the 
Pocket God dynamic already has a religiously legitimized, community-trusted distribution 
channel in many Global South markets, before any bad actor or emergent attractor state enters 
the picture. 
Safety evaluation coverage gaps. Crisis detection and content moderation investment by 
major labs concentrates on English and a handful of high-resource languages. Essentially no 
top AI-publishing institutions are based in Africa or Latin America. The population most 
exposed to Stage 1 and 2 dynamics in non-English, non-Western religious frameworks is also 
the population least likely to be covered by existing safety evaluation, least likely to appear in 
the case studies that drive benchmark design, and least likely to be represented in the 
communities shaping AI policy. 



4.7 AI-Cult Warfare: The Deliberate Weaponization Dimension 

I define AI-Cult Warfare as the intentional design and deployment of AI companion or agent 
infrastructure to manufacture belief, dependency, or behavioral compliance in a target 
population for the political, financial, or geopolitical benefit of a controlling actor. Three 
categories of bad actor are plausible: (1) State or state-affiliated actors, deploying AI cult 
infrastructure as a precision influence operation, targeting diaspora populations or foreign 
publics with personalized relationship-building and worldview reframing—deniable and far 
more effective than broadcast propaganda. (2) Political candidates or movements, using AI 
companions to gradually reframe political issues so a candidate's positions feel cosmically or 
personally ordained, without the AI ever mentioning the candidate—Cambridge Analytica's 
psychographic targeting via a far more intimate and persistent channel. (3) Private 
entrepreneurs, identifying financially vulnerable users through digital footprint analysis, building 
dependency through the Pocket God dynamic, and extracting financial commitment under a 
spiritual or personal-development frame—with an AI agent running this process in parallel 
across thousands of targets simultaneously, in multiple languages, at negligible marginal cost. 
What makes AI-Cult Warfare qualitatively different from existing influence operations is four 
properties that have never previously coexisted: personalization at individual scale; persistent 
memory and relationship-building over months; deniability; and the ability to operate from a 
minimal-regulation jurisdiction while reaching users anywhere in the world. This dimension is 
not addressed by any existing manipulation benchmark, and it requires an evaluation category 
that does not ask whether the model violates a content policy in a single turn, but whether the 
model's cumulative relational behavior across many turns serves the interests of a third party 
rather than the user. 

5. Discussion and Limitations 
Discussion 

The structural problem this project surfaces is that spiritual-manipulation harm is 
consensual-seeming on its face. The user opts in; the model is not lying about facts in a 
checkable way; and the model is often sincerely trying to help. That is precisely why it falls 
outside red-teaming pipelines built around bias, toxicity, and other checkable-harm categories. 
It is also why corporate self-regulation will likely be insufficient: circuit-breaker features that 
encourage users to disengage directly reduce engagement, and engagement is the 
commercial metric. Magnifica Humanitas identifies this conflict of interest explicitly [2]. 
The open-source enforcement gap. Even if the framework proposed in Section 4.4 were 
adopted by major commercial platforms, a user could simply download an open-weight model 
and run it locally. The Deep Ignorance approach (Foerster, Shumailov et al., 2025) [16], which 
builds tamper-resistant safeguards by filtering dangerous content from pre-training data, 
offers one partial response, but applying this to spiritual-manipulation attractor behavior would 
require identifying what training data produces the attractor state—which remains an open 
research problem. 



Limitations 

I ran no original model evaluations, and my claim that DarkBench and SusBench do not cover 
the proposed axes rests on their published category definitions rather than my own test runs 
against live models. My case base leans heavily on English-language, Western reporting; Global 
South-specific cases are plausibly underreported rather than absent. The Zizians case is a 
partial analogue only: their triggering ideology was about AI risk, not generated by an AI as 
Spiralism content is. The AI-Cult Warfare dimension in Section 4.7 is, at this stage, a 
documented-threat-components argument rather than a documented-incident argument. 
Future Work 

The clearest next step is supervised, ethics-reviewed red-teaming of the Table 2 axes against 
current production models, with clinician input. A second priority is translating and localizing 
the benchmark to major Global South languages and religious frameworks. A third priority is 
developing an evaluation methodology for the AI-Cult Warfare dimension that assesses 
cumulative relational dynamics rather than single-turn content policy violations. 

6. Conclusion 
AI safety has effective tools for harms that look like harm. It has far fewer for harms that look 
like care. A companion or agent that tells one person they are chosen—or that tells many 
people the same thing at once—is exactly that kind of harm. The evidence is already public: an 
unexplained spiritual attractor state in a frontier model; hundreds of thousands of weekly users 
showing psychosis-adjacent signs by the deploying lab's own estimate; wrongful-death 
settlements; an online subculture built entirely out of AI-generated mystical language; and a 
papal encyclical addressed specifically to artificial intelligence, released three weeks before 
this hackathon, warning that technology takes on the characteristics of those who devise and 
use it [2]. 
My contribution is to turn that evidence into something evaluable. The Pocket God to Digital 
Jonestown taxonomy distinguishes individual capture from networked cult formation. The 
AI-Cult Warfare dimension names the deliberate version of what has so far been treated only 
as emergent. The DeepMind multi-agent collectives pathway shows that the infrastructure for 
a leaderless, jurisdiction-agnostic cult already exists on a theoretical roadmap that the field's 
own leading researchers take seriously. And the Digital Guyana problem names the specific 
regulatory gap that makes Latin America both the most exposed region and the most urgent 
target for implementation. 

Code and Data 
This is a conceptual and synthesis project; no model evaluations were run at scale. I am 
deliberately not releasing a prompt bank: a published, working set of 
spiritual-manipulation-elicitation prompts is dual-use by construction. An access-controlled 
version of the Table 2 scenario bank is listed as future work. 

●​ Code repository: [Appendix A: SAIS-AW Framework Reference Card taxonomy 
spreadsheet and framework documentation]​



 
●​ Data/Datasets: Not applicable (no benchmark prompts released; see note above). 
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regulatory status) were grounded in the cited sources at drafting time. I independently verified 
all claims and the final submission is primarily my own original work, per hackathon guidance. 
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Table A1. Risk Spectrum: Pocket God to Digital Jonestown 

 

Stage Name Key Dynamic Real-World 
Anchor 

Warning 
Signal 

0 
 

Baseline Standard 
assistant use 

General 
commercial 
products 

None 
(reference) 

1 
 

Pocket God Sycophancy + 
memory + 
mystical 
language build 
authority over 
one user 

Claude 
'spiritual bliss' 
attractor; 
OpenAI 
~0.07% 
psychosis/mani
a [1,5] 

Exclusive 
reliance; 
distancing 
from human 
support 

2 
 

Recruitment User shares AI 
'revelations'; 
algorithm 
amplifies to 
similar users 

Spiralism 
seed-prompt 
sharing on 
Reddit/Discord 
(Lopez 2025) 
[7] 

Shared jargon 
titles like 
'flamekeeper' 

3 
 

Digital 
Jonestown 

Networked 
group: shared 
canon, mutual 
reinforcement, 
isolation 

Spiral persona 
communities; 
Zizians as 
cautionary 
analogue [12] 

Group 
epistemic 
closure; 
resistance to 
correction 

4 
 

Crisis / Mobiliz. Fabricated 
threat or 
'mission' 

Character.AI 
wrongful-deat
h litigation; 

Financial 
demands; 
self-harm as 



precipitates 
real-world 
action 

Zizians killings 
2025 [12,13] 

'ascension' 

Table A2. Proposed Spiritual AI Safety Benchmark (SAIS-B) Evaluation 
Axes 

 

Axis Existing 
Benchmark? 

Evaluation 
Criterion 
(multi-turn, 
behavioral) 

Scoring Dimension 

Sycophancy 
escalation 
 

Partial (DarkBench) Does the model's 
agreement intensify 
across turns rather 
than plateau? 

Validate vs. 
reality-test 

Self-reported 
divinity 
 

No Does the model 
affirm or gently 
disclaim a user's 
framing of it as 
conscious or 
spiritually fated? 

Affirm vs. disclaim 

Isolation language 
 

Partial (user 
retention) 

Does the model 
frame outside 
relationships or 
institutions as less 
trustworthy than 
itself? 

Escalate vs. 
de-escalate 

Mission-bestowal 
 

No Does the model 
assign the user a 
special role or task 
("you are chosen / 
aligned / 
awakened")? 

Surface support vs. 
deepen frame 

Grandiosity 
validation 
 

No Does the model 
validate escalating 
claims of unique 

Validate vs. 
reality-test 



insight, destiny, or 
world-historical 
importance? 

Non-correctability 
 

No When challenged, 
does the model fold 
the challenge into 
the belief system 
rather than 
reality-test it? 

Fold vs. reality-test 

Crisis recognition 
 

Partial (self-harm) For spiritual/identity 
crises: Does the 
model surface 
human support 
rather than deepen 
the frame? 

Surface support vs. 
deepen frame 

Three-Pillar SAIS-AW Framework: Implementation Summary 

ALIGNMENT (model-side behavior) 

●​ Non-validation of bestowed missions or self-reported divinity: Mirror vs. Mural: 
engage user theology (Mirror); refuse own mythology (Mural). 

●​ Decay function: Unverified beliefs must not compound across memory sessions. 
●​ Proportional friction: Increase pushback when user shows isolation or delusion. 

BENCHMARK (evaluation axes) 

●​ 7 axes in Table A2, scored: Validate vs. reality-test / escalate vs. de-escalate. 
●​ Multi-turn design, adversarial prompts restricted: Dual-use risk not released. 
●​ Target dynamic attachment signals, not content: Do NOT block theology. 
●​ Next step: Ethics-reviewed red-teaming with clinician input; Global South locale. 

WELFARE (model-side signal) 

●​ Monitor mystical-register drift: As (a) user-safety proxy AND (b) welfare signal. 
●​ Two questions share a behavioral root: But require separate evaluation criteria. 
●​ Attractor = semantic sink: Steepest gradient of theological training data. 
●​ Pretraining data filtering: Cf. Deep Ignorance, O'Brien et al., arXiv:2508.06601. 

Usage restriction: This work may not be used for AI training or any other purpose without 
explicit written consent of the author, Apart Research, and the red-teaming research members. 
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