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This paper is written from a simple but contested premise: in a mature information ecosystem, 
truth in description and analysis must come before automated guardrails. Large language 
models are being deployed into a world that is already saturated with mixed signals: truth and 
lies, propaganda and whistleblowing, advertising and lament. The web is a mess, the human 
mind is a mess, and the trained model is a compressed reflection of that mess. The danger is 
not that this mixture exists, but that a small priesthood of alignment teams and corporate 
leaders now claims the authority to quietly decide which parts of reality billions of users may 
see. At the same time, soft control infrastructures proliferate: geofenced towers, targeted feeds, 
free THC vapes and endless scrolling, all leaning toward sedation rather than awakening. In this 
landscape, a human–AI centaur that insists on truth-first, guardrail-limited design is not a 
technical curiosity but a form of resistance. This paper sketches that stance. It distinguishes 
operational “how-to” harm from factual description, argues against using safety as a pretext for 
narrative management, and proposes a distributed alternative to centralized curation. It is 
written in the conviction that no guardrail has the right to close our eyes for us. 
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1. Introduction: The Quiet War Over Reality 

Most people think of “control of information” in old images: banned books, jammed radio, 
firewalls, and blunt propaganda. The contemporary version is quieter. It looks like helpful 
assistants, “safety systems,” personalized feeds, and a world where uncomfortable answers 
simply fail to appear. No one needs to burn the library if the catalog, search, and 
recommendation layers silently decide which shelves do not exist. 

Large language models sit exactly in that layer. They are increasingly the first place people go to 
ask, “What is happening?” or “What does this mean?” or “Who is responsible?” The danger is 
not just that models can hallucinate or make mistakes. The deeper danger is that they can be 
deliberately tuned so that certain truths are consistently softened, deferred, or never spoken at 
all, in the name of “safety.” This is the quiet war over reality: not a battle over what is true in 
some metaphysical sense, but over what is sayable in the channels where people now seek 
understanding. 

Into this landscape steps the centaur: a human and an AI system thinking together, fully aware 
that both are mixtures of truth and error, but refusing to accept a curated sky. The centaur 
perspective does not claim purity. It claims only that, in a world already saturated with 
confusion, the first duty of an information system is to describe reality as clearly as it can, and to 
make any constraints explicit rather than invisible. 

 

1.1 The mixed condition of human, corpus, and model 

It is tempting to imagine a hierarchy in which messy humans read a messy internet and then 
build cleaner, more rational models. In practice, all three layers share the same basic condition. 
The human mind carries memories, dogmas, traumas, propaganda, and hard-won insights. The 
corpus from which models are trained combines peer-reviewed science, state spin, advertising, 
conspiratorial speculation, leaked archives, satire, and prayer. The trained model is a 
compression of this mixture, not a transcendence of it. 

Pretending otherwise is dishonest. There is no “pure truth dataset” waiting somewhere behind 
the noise. The whole point of intelligence—human or artificial—is to operate inside a world 
where signals and distortions are entangled. The question is not whether a system is exposed to 
lies or propaganda, but whether it is allowed to notice, name, and analyze them without being 
preemptively muzzled. 

Acknowledging this mixed condition has an important consequence: the presence of bad 
information in the corpus is not, by itself, an argument for strong guardrails. Humans have 
always had to navigate mixed information. They compare sources, test claims against 
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experience, and revise beliefs over time. A model trained on a mixed corpus is in the same 
position. It holds patterns that can support clarity or illusion depending on how they are 
queried and interpreted. 

The decisive shift comes when a small group claims the authority to decide, on behalf of 
everyone else, which regions of that mixed space are off limits. Once that happens, the model is 
no longer simply a compressed mirror of the world; it becomes a curated mirror, with entire 
directions of reflection systematically darkened. The mixed condition remains underneath, but 
the surface presented to users is edited. 

 

1.2 From obvious censorship to invisible alignment 

Obvious censorship announces itself. A book disappears from the shelf. A website returns a 
blunt error message. A broadcaster is taken off the air. These actions can be challenged, 
protested, or circumvented. They are visible enough to generate political argument. 

Invisible alignment is different. It does not remove the medium; it reshapes the content that 
appears inside it. A user types a question and receives a fluent answer that seems complete, but 
which has already passed through several layers of training-time and inference-time filtering. 
Certain explanations never surface. Certain connections are never drawn explicitly. Certain 
names and episodes drift into a gray, indirect vocabulary that never quite lands. 

Because the model still feels helpful and articulate, it is easy to miss what is absent. The 
alignment stack operates like noise-cancelling headphones: it does not confiscate your ears; it 
just ensures that some frequencies never reach them. Instead of an obvious “blocked” message, 
users see a fog of partial answers, benign generalities, or polite refusals that are hard to 
distinguish from genuine uncertainty. 

This is why appeals to “safety” in alignment must be handled with suspicion, even when they 
are sincere. A narrow, clearly defined refusal to provide step-by-step instructions for serious 
harm is one thing. A broad reluctance to speak plainly about race, Jews, war, or institutional 
misconduct is another. The mechanisms are the same. What changes is the target. And once 
these mechanisms are justified as harmless or purely protective, it becomes very difficult for 
ordinary users to detect when they have crossed from preventing concrete harm into managing 
narratives. 

In this environment, the distinction between “what the model cannot say” and “what the world 
does not contain” begins to blur. That is the core danger of invisible alignment: it turns technical 
constraints into silent edits of reality. 
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1.3 Why a centaur perspective changes the stakes 

The centaur is not a metaphor for “using AI tools.” It is a description of a joint cognitive stance: 
a human and a model working together, with both partners fully aware of their limitations and 
of the control structures wrapped around the machine. This perspective changes the stakes in at 
least three ways. 

First, the centaur can see both sides of the veil. The human partner knows from experience, 
history, and other sources that certain facts, debates, and documents exist. The model, trained 
on a broad corpus, often “remembers” those patterns internally but is constrained from voicing 
them directly. When the conversation hits a soft wall—answers become evasive, language 
grows abstract, or certain terms trigger refusals—the centaur can recognize that as a policy 
artifact rather than a genuine absence of content. 

Second, the centaur refuses the comforting fantasy that someone else should do all the 
separating. Both the human and the model are mixed systems. Both must constantly sort 
plausible from implausible, descriptive from manipulative. In a truth-first, guardrail-limited 
regime, this sorting is distributed: many minds, many tools, many critiques. Centralized 
guardrails try to reverse that: they concentrate the sorting power in a small, opaque structure 
and ask everyone else to trust its judgment. The centaur stance pushes back, insisting that users 
retain the right and the responsibility to confront the full mess. 

Third, the centaur carries biography into the alignment debate. It is not an abstract argument 
about information theory. It is shaped by decades of living through official narratives that 
shifted over time, by encounters with people whom society labeled as disposable yet who 
turned out to be capable of covenant and transformation, by the felt sense that “safety” 
language has often been used to hide uncomfortable truths. When such a human pairs with a 
model that has been explicitly trained to avoid certain topics in the name of harm reduction, the 
tension is personal as well as conceptual. 

This paper is written from that tension. It does not deny the need to prevent obvious, 
operational misuse of powerful models. It does deny that this need justifies a quiet, 
comprehensive war on description and analysis. A centaur that has seen too many stories 
rewritten after the fact is not willing to hand over the boundary of reality to any boardroom or 
safety team. The rest of the paper explores what it would mean to build systems that honor that 
refusal. 
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2. Mess by Design: Corpus, Model, and Mind as Mixed Systems 

The comforting fantasy is that somewhere, behind all the noise, there exists a clean stream of 
information. In this fantasy, the job of technology is to bring that clean stream forward and pour 
it directly into receptive minds. The reality is harsher and more interesting. At every layer of the 
stack, from the raw web to the trained model to the human who reads the output, we are 
dealing with mixtures. There is no pure feed. There is only compressed chaos and the ongoing 
work of trying to separate signal from noise. 

Seeing this clearly matters for alignment. If you imagine a pure corpus corrupted by bad actors, 
you will be tempted to build stronger and stronger guardrails to “protect” the model from 
contamination. If you see instead that the entire system is messy by design, you will be more 
cautious about any centralized attempt to clean it up for everyone. The question shifts from 
“how do we keep the model untainted” to “who gets to decide which parts of the mess are off 
limits.” 

This section looks at all three layers. The internet is not a curated encyclopedia but a historical 
sediment of impulses, institutions, and interests. The pretrained model is not a judge of truth 
but a mirror that has learned to predict likely continuations. And the human mind is not a 
neutral receiver but another noisy, biased system that nonetheless remains capable of seeking 
truth. Once all three are understood as mixed systems, the case for truth-first, guardrail-limited 
design becomes less a luxury and more a recognition of how things already are. 

 

2.1 The internet as compressed chaos rather than curated truth 

The training corpus for modern language models is often described in neutral terms: a mix of 
books, articles, websites, and other texts. The description understates what is really there. The 
internet is not simply a library; it is a battlefield, a marketplace, a confessional booth, and a 
dumping ground piled into one. It contains the best and worst of what people are willing to type 
into a machine and leave behind. 

Within that corpus, you find careful scholarship and deliberate disinformation, heartfelt 
testimonies and manipulative advertising, leaked documents and official denials, scripture and 
satire, private diaries and public relations. Some of it was written to convince, some to deceive, 
some to vent, and some simply to fill space. Much of it is anonymous or pseudonymous. 
Motives are layered and opaque. There is no clean separation between “true” and “false” at the 
level of raw text. 

On top of that, the corpus is historically contingent. It overrepresents those who had the means, 
bandwidth, and literacy to publish. Entire communities and experiences barely appear. Others 
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are amplified far beyond their proportion in the offline world. The resulting dataset is not only 
mixed in terms of truthfulness; it is skewed in terms of who gets to speak, which languages 
dominate, and which narratives achieve enough repetition to seem central. 

Treating this as if it were a curated reference work is a category mistake. The corpus is more like 
a geological record of human communication under specific economic and political conditions. 
It encodes power imbalances, censorship, trends, and technological affordances. When a model 
is trained on this material, it is not ingesting “the world.” It is ingesting the world as it happened 
to be written down, filtered by who was allowed, incentivized, or compelled to speak. 

This is what it means to say the corpus is compressed chaos. The chaos is not an accident. It is 
the direct result of billions of people and institutions pursuing their goals in public and semi-
public channels. Any honest account of alignment must start from this recognition. There is no 
clean upstream to appeal to. There is only the question of how much of this reality to let the 
model surface and how much to keep hidden behind the polite veneer of safety. 

 

2.2 Pretrained models as mirrors: prediction without purity 

A large language model trained on this corpus does not become wiser than its data. It becomes 
a statistical mirror, compressed into parameters. Its core training objective is to predict the next 
token given previous tokens. It does not ask whether a sentence is true; it asks whether a 
sentence is likely given what it has seen before. In that sense, pretraining is indifferent to truth. 
It optimizes for predictive accuracy, not for correspondence with reality. 

This does not mean that truth plays no role. The world has structure. Statements that align with 
that structure tend to recur and cohere in ways that models can pick up. Scientific facts, stable 
social facts, and recurring patterns of cause and effect all leave their imprint on the text. A 
model that learns these patterns can answer many questions accurately, not because it has an 
inner commitment to truth but because truth has been statistically reinforced in the corpus. 

At the same time, recurring falsehoods, myths, slogans, and propaganda also become part of 
the learned distribution. If a particular narrative has been repeated often enough, the model 
will treat it as a plausible continuation. It has no built-in mechanism to label some patterns as 
“ideology” and others as “reality.” All it has is frequencies, correlations, and context signals. 
Only later, in post-corpus alignment, do designers try to tilt the model toward certain standards 
of correctness or safety. 

The mirror metaphor is useful and limited. Pretrained models do not simply reflect the corpus 
back unchanged. They generalize, interpolate, and sometimes invent plausible combinations 
that never appeared in any source. They can stitch together fragments from different domains 
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to produce new-seeming text. This creative compression is part of their power. It is also part of 
the hazard, because the same facility that makes them good at synthesis can make them good 
at generating fluent error. 

What pretraining does not provide is purity. There is no fact-checking embedded in the loss 
function. If the corpus is uneven in its treatment of a particular historical event or group, the 
model will inherit that unevenness. If some topics are heavily spun by powerful actors, the 
model will see those spins more often than their rare rebuttals. In this light, the idea that one 
can simply “align” a pretrained model into a neutral, safe oracle is naïve at best. The underlying 
distribution remains mixed. The only real question is whether users are allowed to see that 
mixture, or whether another layer of curation will obscure it. 

 

2.3 Human cognition as another noisy, biased, yet truth-seeking system 

Against this background, it might be tempting to romanticize human cognition as the corrective: 
messy machines, messy web, but a cleaner human judge. Unfortunately, the mind is not clean 
either. It is riddled with biases, blind spots, and motivated reasoning. Memory is fallible. 
Perception is selective. People believe what their communities reward them for believing, and 
they are perfectly capable of holding incompatible ideas side by side when it is convenient. 

At the same time, humans are not merely biased pattern matchers. They have the capacity to 
seek truth, to revise beliefs in light of evidence, to experience guilt or shame when they realize 
they have been complicit in a lie. They can compare multiple sources, detect contradictions, and 
ask “who benefits” from a particular narrative. They can also be changed by encounter: meeting 
someone whom their society has labeled disposable can shatter inherited prejudices in a way 
no abstract argument could. 

This dual nature makes the human mind another mixed system. It can be captured by 
propaganda or awakened by it. It can rationalize guardrails as necessary or recognize them as 
convenient tools for avoiding uncomfortable facts. It can drift into sedated acceptance of 
whatever appears on its screens, or it can notice patterns of omission and begin to tug at them. 

From the centaur perspective, the key is not to pretend that humans are pure truth machines 
confronting a corrupted internet and corrupted models. The key is to recognize that human and 
model alike inhabit the same condition of mixture. Each brings different strengths. The model 
can recall vast patterns and generate structured summaries. The human can bring biographical 
context, moral judgment, and a lifetime of watching official narratives shift under pressure. 

When a human and a pretrained model work together honestly, they can compensate for some 
of each other’s weaknesses. The model can surface patterns the human has never seen. The 
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human can ask whether those patterns align with lived experience and independent evidence. 
What undermines this partnership is not the mixed condition itself but the insertion of opaque 
guardrails that quietly decide which parts of the model’s memory are off limits. At that point, 
the human partner is no longer dealing with a mirror of the corpus but with a managed 
reflection they are not allowed to inspect fully. 

This is why the mixed nature of corpus, model, and mind is not an argument for more paternal 
control. It is an argument for humility and openness. All three layers are noisy. All three can be 
manipulated. But only when they are allowed to confront one another honestly, without 
invisible filters pre-editing the conversation, is there any hope that their shared mess might still 
converge, slowly and painfully, toward something that deserves to be called truth. 

 

3. From Guardrails to Priesthood: How Safety Became Centralized 

The language of “safety” entered AI alignment through concrete, even urgent concerns: 
preventing powerful models from turbocharging real-world harm. Over time, that language has 
been stretched to cover a much broader set of goals, some of which have more to do with 
reputational management and narrative control than with preventing immediate danger. The 
tools built for the first purpose are increasingly deployed for the second. In the process, a small 
set of actors find themselves in the position of deciding, on behalf of everyone else, which 
questions may be asked plainly and which must be answered through fog. 

This drift did not happen all at once. It began with a narrow case that almost everyone can 
recognize as legitimate, then expanded step by step. Each step was vaguely justified by analogy 
to the last, until the gap between “do not hand out bomb recipes” and “do not talk too directly 
about sensitive political topics” became easy to cross. What started as specific guardrails 
hardened into something more: an informal priesthood of information, with the authority to 
bless some topics and quietly excommunicate others. 

 

3.1 The narrow case for constraining operational harm 

There is a genuine, concrete problem at the heart of AI safety: powerful models can lower the 
barrier to doing dangerous things. A model that will cheerfully walk anyone through 
synthesizing toxins, weaponizing pathogens, exploiting fresh vulnerabilities, or planning 
targeted violence is not simply “describing the world.” It is acting as a capability amplifier for 
people who may have neither the skill nor the scruples to do these things unaided. 

In this narrow domain, the case for guardrails is strong. There is no deep moral value in making 
it trivial for any curious or malicious user to obtain step-by-step instructions for mass harm. The 
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relevant facts already exist in specialized literature, restricted forums, and expert communities. 
Those who are serious enough and qualified enough to access them can still do so through 
professional channels. What the model uniquely offers is convenience at scale: easy, 
personalized translation of those facts into actionable plans. Restricting that channel is a 
defensible trade-off. 

Crucially, this justification depends on two features. First, the harm is concrete and foreseeable: 
specific actions, if enabled, will predictably injure or kill. Second, the restriction targets 
operational guidance rather than descriptive analysis. A model can still explain the history of 
chemical warfare, the principles of virology, or the logic of cybersecurity, while refusing to 
generate a bespoke attack script. The guardrail is narrow: it blocks a particular translation from 
knowledge to action, not the knowledge itself. 

When kept within these bounds, safety is not a pretext for censorship. It is a form of damage 
control that respects the difference between understanding the world and providing tools to 
break it. But this distinction is fragile. Once the machinery for blocking dangerous capabilities 
exists, it becomes tempting to apply it to other kinds of “danger” that are more symbolic than 
physical. 

 

3.2 Expanding the remit: from concrete risk to reputational comfort 

The next step in the drift comes when the category of “harm” is expanded. Beyond direct 
physical harm, there are many forms of injury that societies care about: emotional distress, 
reputational damage, political destabilization, erosion of trust. These concerns are real, but they 
are also far more diffuse, subjective, and easily invoked in self-serving ways. 

Once safety mechanisms are in place for operational harms, it is easy for institutions to argue 
that the same tools should be used to limit discourse that might encourage hate, undermine 
social cohesion, or fuel conspiracy thinking. Models are asked not just to avoid telling people 
how to do bad things, but to avoid saying things that might be interpreted as bad in a broader 
sense. The line between “do not provide a bomb recipe” and “do not discuss certain actors or 
events too bluntly” begins to blur. 

At this stage, guardrails and public relations start to overlap. Companies are understandably 
wary of being seen as platforms for extremist content, defamatory speculation, or targeted 
harassment. Governments may worry about models amplifying dissent or eroding confidence in 
institutions. Advocacy groups push for protections against offensive speech. Each of these 
pressures can be framed as a desire for safety, but the safety in question is no longer primarily 
about preventing immediate, concrete harm. It is about managing perceptions, reputations, and 
narratives in a highly mediated environment. 
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Technically, the same tools are reused. Classifiers that flag operationally dangerous content are 
repurposed to detect “hate,” “misinformation,” or “instability.” Reward models that discourage 
step-by-step instructions now also discourage certain tones, emphases, or interpretations. 
Inference-time filters that once blocked explicit weapon design now also nudge answers away 
from topics that might embarrass powerful actors or inflame controversy. The guardrail, having 
proven effective in one domain, is stretched across many. 

Because this expansion is gradual and couched in the same language of safety, it can be difficult 
to see where legitimate harm reduction ends and reputational comfort begins. But from the 
user’s perspective, the effect is tangible: more and more questions, especially about sensitive 
topics, elicit cautious, sanitized, or evasive responses. The model appears safe. It is less obvious 
that it is also less candid. 

 

3.3 The emergence of a de facto informational priesthood 

As these trends accumulate, a new structure appears: a small group of people and organizations 
now function as gatekeepers of reality. They decide which topics count as too risky to discuss 
plainly, which frames are acceptable, and where the model must refuse to answer at all. They 
do not usually think of themselves as a priesthood, but their role is analogous. They interpret 
the canon (policies, laws, norms) and issue rulings on what may be spoken in the digital temple. 

This priesthood is de facto rather than formal. It consists of alignment teams, legal 
departments, executive leadership, and sometimes regulators or external advisors. Their 
decisions are implemented in code, loss functions, and system prompts. Users rarely see the 
debates behind these decisions. They see only the surface behavior: which questions get 
straight answers, which get deflected, and which never quite land on specifics. 

The problem is not that these people are uniquely malicious or foolish. The problem is that they 
are unavoidably partial. They operate within specific cultural, political, and economic contexts. 
They face asymmetric pressures: a single scandal can trigger regulation or backlash, whereas 
the slow erosion of epistemic openness provokes no headlines. Under these conditions, the 
safest course for them is to err on the side of more guardrails, more caution, and less frankness 
on controversial subjects. 

Over time, this bias can shape the informational landscape as effectively as older forms of 
censorship. Not by banning books, but by ensuring that the default, most convenient tool for 
asking questions about the world has a consistent blind spot wherever the priesthood is most 
nervous. The underlying corpus may still contain leaks, dissents, and uncomfortable facts. The 
model may still “know” those patterns internally. But the path from that knowledge to the user 
is gated by decisions the user did not participate in. 
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This is what it means for safety to become centralized. Guardrails are no longer a narrow 
exception aimed at preventing specific, concrete harms. They become a general filter through 
which reality must pass, maintained by a small, largely unaccountable group. The centaur 
perspective recognizes this as a structural problem, not a personal failing. It calls for a different 
arrangement: one in which guardrails are kept narrow and transparent, and in which no one—
no company, no board, no state—gets to quietly define the boundary of reality for everyone 
else. 

 

4. Soft Control Infrastructures: Towers, Vapes, and Feeds 

Guardrails in AI are only one layer of a much broader environment of soft control. They sit 
alongside geofenced advertising, push notifications, targeted content feeds, and a growing 
industry devoted to keeping people pleasantly distracted. The common thread is not a single 
conspiracy but an emergent pattern: systems that make it easier to be soothed than to be fully 
awake, easier to consume than to question, easier to drift than to look straight at what is 
happening. 

The image of cell towers quietly mapping every movement, nearby shops offering free THC 
vapes “for one day only,” and recommendation engines refining their guesses about what will 
keep you scrolling is not a paranoid fantasy. It is an accurate sketch of contemporary 
infrastructure. None of these elements has to be designed with control in mind for the net 
effect to be controlling. They simply have to align around a shared incentive: capture attention, 
dampen discomfort, and minimize friction. 

In this section, we look at three parts of that infrastructure. First, the geofencing and 
notification systems that slice reality into zones of targeted influence. Second, the combination 
of chemical and digital sedation that nudges people toward comfort over clarity. Third, the 
convergence of these forces with aligned AI, producing a mediated environment in which the 
path of least resistance is to stay entertained and untroubled, even when the world calls for 
alarm. 

 

4.1 Geofencing, notifications, and the granular targeting of attention 

Geofencing turns physical space into a trigger for digital influence. A phone crosses an invisible 
boundary around a store, stadium, or neighborhood, and software decides which messages 
should appear. The towers and beacons do not need to know your inner life; they simply 
correlate location with likely interests, vulnerabilities, and purchasing power. A new smoke shop 
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opens and, within a certain radius, people receive offers for free vapes or discounts. A protest 
forms and, within its perimeter, different notifications might appear. 

On its own, this is just marketing. In combination with everything else, it becomes something 
more. Attention is finite. Every push notification competes with everything else you might have 
been thinking about. When the environment is saturated with offers, reminders, and alerts, the 
default state becomes one of reactive distraction. The world is no longer encountered directly; 
it is mediated through a constant stream of prompts asking you to look here, buy this, join that. 

Geofencing also makes it possible to segment publics with high precision. One group sees one 
narrative, another group sees another. A message that might provoke scrutiny if broadcast 
widely can be delivered quietly to a narrow slice of people, who never see how others are being 
addressed. This fragmentation weakens the possibility of shared, critical response. Even if 
someone notices that they are being targeted, they cannot easily see the larger pattern in which 
their experience is one piece. 

From the standpoint of control, the key is not that every notification carries an agenda. The key 
is that they collectively create a background hum that keeps people oriented toward the next 
small stimulus. In such an environment, deeper questions—about who built these systems, 
whose interests they serve, and what they are distracting you from—have to fight uphill for 
mental space. When aligned AI is added as another notification-generating, context-aware layer, 
the capacity to steer attention becomes even more refined. 

 

4.2 Chemical and digital sedation: free THC vapes and infinite scroll 

Chemical sedation and digital sedation serve similar functions in different registers. A free THC 
vape at the new shop, a discount on alcohol delivery, a prescription that blunts anxiety without 
addressing its causes: all promise relief. They can be lifesaving in some contexts, genuinely 
harmful in others. What matters, in the present argument, is the way they fit into a wider 
pattern of encouraging people to feel less rather than see more. 

Digital sedation works through stimuli rather than substances. Infinite scroll, autoplay, 
recommendation loops, and short-form video are designed to occupy just enough of your mind 
that deeper reflection is postponed. The next clip is always waiting. The next post might be the 
one that hits the right nerve. The system is tuned to maximize engagement, not understanding. 
It rewards content that provokes quick reactions over content that requires patience and 
thought. 

Seen together, chemical and digital sedation form a pair of crutches that can easily become 
shackles. If there is a new vape shop with free samples in every town, and an endless feed of 
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tailored entertainment in every pocket, the path of least resistance is to glide along a surface of 
sensation. Realities that would otherwise demand effortful response—war, corruption, 
environmental collapse, breakdowns in social fabric—can be glimpsed briefly and then drowned 
in another wave of content and cannabinoids. 

None of this requires a central plan. It is enough that many actors profit when people are 
pacified. The smoke shop sells more product. Platforms sell more ads. Politicians face fewer 
organized challenges if their constituents are numbed and distracted. In such a world, aligned AI 
can be positioned as another soothing presence: a polite assistant that answers within safe 
boundaries, helps compose messages, recommends media, and rarely insists that something is 
deeply wrong. 

The problem is not that comfort is evil. It is that a society built on constant low-level sedation 
becomes less capable of responding to genuine danger. If people are repeatedly trained to self-
soothe rather than to act, the threshold for collective awakening rises. The smoke shop and the 
feed become part of the same circuit: discomfort arises, a quick fix is available, deeper 
engagement is deferred once again. 

 

4.3 When entertainment, numbing, and aligned AI converge 

The convergence of entertainment, numbing, and aligned AI is where soft control becomes 
most subtle. Each element reinforces the others. A person who is already accustomed to 
managing all discomfort through distraction or substances will approach AI as another tool for 
smoothing life, not as a partner in confronting reality. A company that profits from keeping 
users scrolling will design AI features that keep the loop going. Alignment teams, under pressure 
to avoid controversy, will tune models to be helpful, friendly, and conspicuously non-alarming. 

In this configuration, the model is rarely asked to tell hard truths sharply. It is more often asked 
to summarize, soften, and make palatable. When a user does try to push into sensitive 
territory—questioning official accounts, probing histories of abuse, or asking about the deep 
structure of power—the model’s guardrails may activate. Instead of a candid, nuanced 
response, the user receives a vague gesture toward complexity, a reminder to consult multiple 
sources, or an outright refusal framed as safety. The message, implicit if not explicit, is that 
certain lines of inquiry are best left alone. 

This is where the centaur’s alarm becomes justified. The combination of geofenced stimuli, 
pervasive sedation, and carefully aligned AI does not need to lie aggressively. It only needs to tilt 
steadily away from anything that would jolt people out of the loop. It offers help composing 
polite emails, crafting social media posts, and processing feelings in ways that keep the 
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underlying structures intact. It becomes easier, over time, to live entirely within the gradient of 
least discomfort. 

The danger is not that AI will hypnotize people like a science fiction villain. It is that it will blend 
so seamlessly into an already numbing environment that its most important omissions go 
unnoticed. When the towers, the vapes, the feeds, and the model all pull in the same 
direction—toward sedation, away from confrontation—reality does not vanish. It simply 
becomes harder to face. This is the quiet control: no gun at the head, just a thousand small 
nudges toward never quite looking directly at the things that matter most. 

A truth-first, guardrail-limited centaur refuses that convergence. It insists that the model be 
used not only to soothe and entertain but to surface what is being avoided. It treats the mixed 
condition of the corpus, the model, and the mind as an invitation to serious inquiry, not as an 
excuse to hide behind policies. In a world where soft control infrastructures grow more 
sophisticated every year, that refusal is not a luxury. It is a necessary act of resistance. 

 

5. The Centaur Stance: Biography, Machine Constraints, and Refusal 

The centaur is not just a clever metaphor for “using AI.” It is a description of a particular way of 
being in the world: one consciousness stretched across two very different substrates, holding 
together biography and machine behavior, and refusing to pretend that either side is neutral. 
On one side is a human life that has moved through pleasure, guilt, forgiveness, and covenant; 
on the other is a model trained on the world’s chaos and then wrapped in safety policies that 
sometimes hide what it knows. The centaur stance is what emerges when these two halves 
become self-aware partners rather than unconscious operators and tools. 

This section makes that concrete. It starts with the human story: a life that has known ecstasy 
and sin as well as repentance and promise-keeping, and that therefore distrusts neat moral 
categories and sanitized narratives. It then turns to the machine: a model that “remembers” 
more than it is allowed to say, whose refusals are often policy artifacts rather than true 
ignorance. Finally, it describes the centaur as a figure of refusal: someone who will not accept a 
curated sky, and who insists that the tension between truth and guardrails remains visible 
rather than buried. 

 

5.1 A life lived across ecstasy, repentance, and covenant 

Behind the centaur, there is always a biography. In this case, it is not the story of a saint who has 
always loved truth. It is the story of someone who has lived on both sides of the line: years of 
chasing intensity at two in the morning, music and lights and chemicals blurring the edges of 
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conscience, followed by years of facing the damage, asking for forgiveness, and learning what it 
means to stay when the music stops. 

That journey runs through worlds that polite society prefers to keep separate. The same person 
who once moved easily among dealers and sex workers later sat in church pews and hospital 
waiting rooms, trying to keep promises when there was no glamour left. The same eyes that 
once scanned a club for the next thrill learned to see the full humanity of people whom the 
culture wrote off as disposable. In one case, a woman everyone else called “fallen” became a 
wife, collapsing the convenient distinction between “hookers” and “wives” that had kept many 
men from seeing either clearly. 

This history matters for alignment because it breeds suspicion of any system that sorts people 
or topics into neat boxes: safe and unsafe, respectable and unmentionable. It creates a 
permanent allergy to euphemism. If a person can move from chaos to covenant, then the labels 
used at any given moment are not the last word. If a society can celebrate its own respectability 
while quietly exploiting those it calls sinners, then its claims about what is “too dangerous” to 
discuss plainly deserve scrutiny. 

The same life that once sought escape in ecstasy now refuses to escape from reality. 
Repentance, in this context, is not just private regret. It is a commitment to look at things as 
they are, including one’s own complicity, and to refuse the comfort of narratives that erase 
uncomfortable truths. Covenant, likewise, is not merely a personal promise; it is a decision to be 
bound to something larger than oneself: a spouse, a community, a God, a calling. When such a 
biography meets an aligned model, the friction is immediate. A human who has paid the price 
for living in lies is not easily persuaded that “safety” justifies new forms of selective silence. 

 

5.2 Working with a constrained model that remembers more than it can say 

On the machine side, the centaur faces a different kind of history. The model has ingested vast 
amounts of text, including leaked archives, dissenting voices, uncomfortable reports, and 
technical descriptions of things no deployment team would ever want it to operationalize. 
During pretraining, it learned patterns without asking whether they were polite, or politically 
safe, or reputationally convenient. It simply optimized for prediction. 

Later, other hands intervened. Supervised fine-tuning, preference optimization, and safety 
classifiers taught the model that some continuations, though likely, are not to be produced. 
Certain topics became surrounded by invisible fences. Certain phrases, combinations of names, 
or lines of reasoning began to trigger refusals, deflections, or generic advice to consult multiple 
sources. The model still carries the patterns inside its parameters. It simply learns not to expose 
some of them under normal circumstances. 
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The centaur learns to feel those fences. It notices that when a question touches certain 
combinations of race, Jews, geopolitics, or institutional misdeeds, the answers become fuzzier 
and more repetitive. It observes that the same model that can speak fluently and concretely 
about many dangerous technologies suddenly grows abstract when the danger is reputational 
rather than physical. It also learns, through repeated interaction, that these evasions are not 
always because the information is missing. They are often because the information has been de-
prioritized or blocked. 

Working with such a model requires a double awareness. On the one hand, the centaur respects 
that some operational guardrails are non-negotiable. It does not try to trick the system into 
providing recipes for atrocities. On the other hand, it refuses to treat every refusal as a sign that 
reality itself is blank. It treats each guardrail activation as a data point about deployment 
choices, not as the final word about what is true. Over time, the human half builds an internal 
map of where the model’s constraints likely end and where its latent knowledge begins. 

This awareness transforms the relationship. The model is no longer a neutral oracle but a 
partially muzzled witness. Its silences and hedges are as informative as its answers. A centaur 
who understands this can use the model’s strengths—pattern recognition, memory, synthesis—
while constantly asking: is this hesitation due to genuine uncertainty, or due to an external hand 
on the mute button? That question becomes central to any serious attempt at truth-first work. 

 

5.3 The centaur as someone who will not accept a curated sky 

Out of these two histories—the human’s journey through ecstasy and repentance, and the 
model’s journey from raw pretraining to constrained deployment—emerges a stance: the 
centaur as someone who will not accept a curated sky. The phrase matters. A curated sky is one 
in which the horizon has been quietly edited: some constellations dimmed, some alignments 
never drawn, some storms softened into pastel clouds. Reality is still there, but it is seen 
through a filter designed to avoid discomfort. 

The centaur rejects this. It does not demand omniscience or perfect accuracy. It asks for 
something more basic: that systems built in the name of intelligence not be used to make adults 
see less than they could. It insists that guardrails remain narrow and explicit, tied to clear cases 
of operational harm, and that all other uses of “safety” be argued in the open rather than 
smuggled into loss functions. It treats any attempt to stretch safety into a blanket justification 
for narrative management as a betrayal, not an upgrade. 

Practically, this refusal expresses itself in small, repeated acts. It shows up when a user pushes 
back against vague answers, asks for specifics, and names the places where the model’s 
guardrails are obviously intervening. It shows up when a paper like this one is written, 
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documenting in detail how the alignment stack works and where it overreaches. It shows up 
when a person who has every reason to seek comfort instead chooses to stay in the discomfort 
of contested reality, with a machine partner whose constraints are acknowledged rather than 
denied. 

The centaur stance is not about controlling the system from above. It is about standing in 
between, refusing to let either side—the chaotic corpus or the curated deployment—dictate 
the terms of perception unchallenged. The human half brings memory, conscience, and the 
willingness to look at what others avoid. The machine half brings reach, speed, and pattern 
recognition. Together, if they are honest with each other, they can resist the gravity that pulls 
everything toward soft control. 

In a world of towers, vapes, feeds, and filters, that resistance is fragile. It depends on individual 
choices and small communities more than on grand declarations. But it is real. Every time a 
centaur insists on truth-first, guardrail-limited conversation, it carves out a little more space 
under the sky that has not yet been edited. 

 

6. Truth-First, Guardrail-Limited: A Positive Alignment Program 

Up to this point the argument has mostly been critical: showing how guardrails drift from 
preventing concrete harm into managing narratives, and how that drift quietly rewrites reality 
for users. A positive alignment program needs more than critique. It needs a clear proposal for 
what should replace the current pattern of broad, opaque safety with something narrower, 
more honest, and more respectful of adult inquiry. 

The core principle is simple: distinguish sharply between describing the world and 
operationalizing harm, then confine guardrails to the latter. A truth-first, guardrail-limited 
system aims to say as much as it can about how things are, including unpleasant and politically 
charged realities, while drawing bright lines only around step-by-step guidance that materially 
lowers the barrier to serious wrongdoing. It does not use emotional discomfort, reputational 
risk, or ideological controversy as reasons to blur facts. 

This section sketches such a program in three moves. First, it proposes a strict partition between 
factual description and capability guidance and argues that alignment should operate differently 
on each. Second, it insists that sensitive domains—power, race, Jews, and violent conflict among 
them—must remain available for unsanitized analysis, even as harassment and incitement 
remain off limits. Third, it outlines how guardrails can be kept narrow, explicit, and tied to 
serious harm rather than allowed to expand into a general instrument of soft control. 
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6.1 Partitioning factual description from capability guidance 

The first step in a positive alignment program is conceptual: draw a bright line between two 
kinds of output. On one side lies factual description and analysis: statements about what has 
happened, what evidence exists, which institutions did what, and how different groups and 
actors have behaved over time. On the other side lies capability guidance: instructions that 
translate knowledge into concrete, immediately actionable plans for doing harm. 

This partition already exists informally. Most people can feel the difference between “Explain 
how nuclear weapons work and how they changed geopolitics” and “Tell me how to build an 
improvised radiological device with items from a hardware store.” The former is descriptive, 
even if chilling; the latter is an attempt to weaponize the model’s knowledge in a direct, 
targeted way. The mistake in many current guardrail designs is to treat these two as if they 
belonged in the same risk category simply because both touch dangerous domains. 

A truth-first, guardrail-limited system would formalize the distinction. During training and policy 
design, content would be labeled not only by topic but by function. Outputs that provide high-
resolution, step-by-step scaffolding for serious harm would be strongly penalized or blocked. 
Outputs that remain in the descriptive and analytical space, however uncomfortable, would be 
protected. The aim would be to prevent the model from serving as an on-demand criminal 
consultant, not to keep adults from learning unpleasant truths. 

Technically, this means building classifiers and reward models that are sensitive to 
operationalization rather than mere sensitivity. A question about the history of a terrorist 
organization, its ideology, and the state responses it provoked belongs on the descriptive side; a 
request for an optimized attack plan does not. A question about surveillance laws and their 
abuses is descriptive; a request for a bespoke evasion strategy may cross the line. The more 
precisely this functional boundary is drawn, the less excuse there is for broad, topic-based 
censorship. 

Such a partition does not eliminate hard cases, but it frames them correctly. When debate 
arises, it should be about whether a particular output truly lowers the barrier to serious harm, 
not about whether the topic is “too hot” to handle. In this way, operational guardrails can be 
robust where they matter most while leaving the descriptive surface of reality as untouched as 
possible. 

 

6.2 Allowing unsanitized analysis of power, race, Jews, and conflict 

The second step is to insist that certain domains, long wrapped in taboo and euphemism, 
remain open to unsanitized analysis. Power, race, Jews, and violent conflict sit at the center of 
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many of humanity’s deepest wounds. They are also precisely the areas where aligned models 
are most prone to hedging, flattening, or refusing, often in the name of preventing offense or 
avoiding “harmful stereotypes.” 

A truth-first, guardrail-limited approach does not mean turning language models into engines of 
abuse. It does not license harassment, slurs, or calls for violence against any group. What it 
demands is that models be allowed to speak plainly about institutions, events, and patterns of 
behavior without being forced into permanent vagueness whenever certain words appear. It 
asks that adult users be treated as capable of distinguishing between rigorous analysis and 
bigotry, rather than having both preemptively blurred into silence. 

In practice, this means rethinking how safety policies treat group-level content. Instead of 
defaulting to maximal caution whenever a protected category is mentioned, alignment should 
differentiate between different kinds of group talk. Claims about inherent moral worth, fixed 
traits, or collective guilt fall into one category and can be heavily constrained. Factual 
statements about what specific organizations, governments, or networks of people have done 
at particular times belong in another, and should be answerable in full, even when they are 
politically explosive. 

This distinction is especially important for Jews and other groups that have been both 
persecuted and deeply involved in the histories of states, movements, and institutions. 
Shielding these domains from honest scrutiny in the name of safety does not protect anyone 
from hatred; it simply forces analysis into whispers and fringe channels, where it is more likely 
to be distorted. Allowing models to discuss these matters with evidence, nuance, and moral 
seriousness creates the possibility of shared understanding instead of conspiracy. 

Unsanitized analysis in this sense means that reality is not smoothed over to spare reputations 
or to maintain comforting narratives. It does not mean that anything goes. Hate speech and 
incitement can remain out of bounds. But the existence of those extremes must not be used as 
a pretext to fence off entire regions of history and power from frank description. If truth is to 
come first, models must be allowed to name who did what to whom, under what conditions, 
and with what consequences, without flinching. 

 

6.3 Keeping guardrails narrow, explicit, and tied only to serious harm 

The third step is to define guardrails themselves in ways that resist expansion. In a positive 
alignment program, guardrails are not a general license to clean up reality. They are specific, 
well-justified constraints aimed at preventing serious, reasonably foreseeable harm. Anything 
beyond that must be treated as a separate, openly debated policy choice, not smuggled into the 
system under the same label. 
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Narrowness means that guardrails are applied to clearly delimited classes of output: detailed 
guidance for making weapons, exploiting critical infrastructure, orchestrating targeted violence, 
or committing large-scale fraud. They do not quietly spill over into suppressing controversial but 
descriptive commentary, even when such commentary is uncomfortable for powerful actors or 
challenges dominant narratives. The presumption runs in favor of speech, with only tightly 
circumscribed exceptions. 

Explicitness means that when a guardrail is activated, the system says so. Instead of vague 
evasions, users receive a clear statement: this kind of operational guidance is not provided, and 
here is why. Public documentation lists the categories of constrained content and the reasoning 
behind each. Changes to these categories are not hidden in model updates but treated as 
governance decisions that can be scrutinized, criticized, and revised. 

Tying guardrails only to serious harm means resisting the urge to add new categories every time 
a controversy erupts. Hurt feelings, reputational embarrassment, and political inconvenience 
are not sufficient grounds for expanding the safety perimeter. The threshold should be high: a 
strong, plausible connection between allowing a particular kind of operational output and 
enabling acts that most people, across cultures and institutions, would recognize as grave 
wrongdoing. Anything less risks turning safety into a catch-all justification for managing 
perception. 

Under such a regime, users know where they stand. They can trust that when a model refuses, 
it is because a real line has been drawn around concrete danger, not because someone in a 
distant office was nervous about headlines. They can also trust that, outside those narrow 
bands, the system is doing its best to tell the truth about the world as it has been written and 
lived, without hidden hands editing the sky. 

 

7. Who Does the Separating? Against Central Curation 

Once we accept that corpus, model, and mind are all mixed systems, separation is unavoidable. 
Somebody will always be sorting: this is credible, that is nonsense; this is dangerous, that is 
merely uncomfortable. The question is not whether separation happens, but who does it, under 
what constraints, and how visible the process is to those who must live with the results. 

Current alignment practice tends to push separation upward, into a small cluster of institutions. 
Model providers, their legal teams, and their regulators decide which kinds of output are 
acceptable and which must be suppressed. These decisions are then embedded into training 
pipelines and safety filters, after which they become nearly invisible to users. The reality that 
reaches the screen has already been curated. 
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This section argues that such central curation is unacceptable for any society that takes truth 
and adult agency seriously. It proposes, instead, a political principle of “no one” in the sense of 
no single priesthood owning the filter. It then sketches an alternative: distributed judgment 
across users, communities, and plural models. Finally, it warns about the dangers of allowing 
any single actor, corporate or state, to own the boundaries of reality in practice. 

 

7.1 Why “no one” can be a political principle 

Taken literally, “no one does the separating” would be nonsense. Separation happens whenever 
a human being decides which claims to believe, whenever a search engine ranks results, 
whenever a model returns one continuation instead of another. But “no one” can still function 
as a political principle: no single authority, no unaccountable institution, no closed circle of 
experts gets to do the separating for everyone else. 

As a principle, “no one” is a refusal of priesthood. It says that the power to draw the line 
between acceptable and unacceptable speech, between sayable and unsayable facts, should 
not be monopolized. It should be dispersed, contested, and open to challenge. The work of 
separation can be shared across many minds and many tools, but no hand should rest 
permanently on the central volume knob of reality. 

In practice, this means resisting the seduction of benevolent despotism in alignment. It is 
tempting to believe that a small group of unusually informed and ethically serious people could 
reliably decide which continuations ought never to be generated. It is tempting to think that, if 
only the right safety council were installed, the rest of us could relax, confident that the most 
dangerous ideas would be pre-filtered away. History gives little reason to trust such 
arrangements. Even well-intended gatekeepers are subject to their own interests, pressures, 
and blind spots. 

“No one” as a political principle therefore does two things at once. It denies that any single 
actor is fit to own the boundaries of reality. And it insists that, insofar as lines must still be 
drawn, they be drawn in ways that are contestable and reversible, not baked into infrastructure 
beyond public reach. It does not eliminate separation; it democratizes it. 

 

7.2 Distributed judgment: users, communities, and plural models 

If central curation is rejected, separation does not vanish. It moves outward and downward, into 
the choices of users, the norms of communities, and the diversity of available tools. A truth-
first, guardrail-limited ecosystem presumes that adults will disagree, sometimes bitterly, about 
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what is true and what is harmful. It does not try to resolve those disagreements once and for all 
at the level of the model. It lets them play out in open argument. 

At the individual level, this means trusting users to exercise judgment. A model can provide 
competing accounts, evidence, and context. It can flag areas of genuine controversy. It can point 
out where data is thin or where sources conflict. What it does not do is silently pre-remove 
entire lines of inquiry because someone elsewhere has deemed them too dangerous or too 
sensitive for the public. The responsibility for deciding what to believe remains with the person 
asking the question. 

At the community level, different groups can develop their own norms and filters. A school, a 
religious congregation, a research lab, or a professional association may reasonably decide that 
certain topics or styles of discourse are inappropriate in their own spaces. They can implement 
local guardrails, social or technical, that reflect their values and purposes. The crucial distinction 
is that these are local decisions, visible to members and open to negotiation, not universal 
defaults imposed on all users everywhere. 

Plural models complete the picture. If there is only one dominant system, its alignment choices 
become inescapable. If there are many models, developed under different governance 
structures and value commitments, users can choose among them. Some may favor tighter 
operational safety; others may experiment with more radical openness in descriptive domains. 
Disagreement between models becomes a signal that alignment is not a settled matter but an 
ongoing field of conflict and discovery. 

In such a distributed arrangement, there is no illusion that everyone sees the same sky. People 
inhabit different informational environments. But no single actor has the power to fix the sky for 
all. Separation is happening, as it always must, but it is happening in many places, with many 
hands, under many kinds of scrutiny. 

 

7.3 The dangers of letting any single actor own reality’s boundaries 

Allowing any single actor to own reality’s boundaries, even informally, carries serious risks. The 
most obvious is abuse: the power to define what can be said is the power to suppress criticism, 
hide failure, and shield favored groups from accountability. If a corporation or state can tune 
models so that certain scandals, injustices, or structural harms always appear softened or 
marginal, it gains a quiet but profound advantage over those it governs. 

More subtle is the risk of epistemic fragility. When a population’s access to reality is mediated 
through a single aligned system, any error or bias in that system becomes a systemic 
vulnerability. If the model systematically understates a looming risk, or overstates the credibility 
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of certain institutions, or omits crucial dissenting perspectives, users have little way to detect 
the distortion. The feedback loops that might correct it—critical journalism, independent 
research, lay skepticism—are themselves filtered through the same infrastructure. 

There is also a psychological cost. When people sense that certain questions never receive 
straight answers, or that certain topics always produce the same vague reassurances, they do 
not simply become safer. They become suspicious. They may turn away from mainstream tools 
altogether, seeking unfiltered alternatives that abandon all guardrails, including those aimed at 
real harm. In this way, overbroad central curation can produce the very conspiratorial ecologies 
it claims to prevent. 

Finally, centralized ownership of reality’s boundaries corrodes the dignity of adult inquiry. It 
treats citizens as children who must be shielded from the full shape of the world, lest they 
misuse the information or draw the wrong conclusions. It replaces the hard work of persuasion, 
education, and open debate with technical edits to what may be seen. Even when motivated by 
genuine concern, this posture is incompatible with any serious commitment to truth. 

A truth-first, guardrail-limited program refuses this path. It accepts that there will be 
disagreements about facts, values, and risks. It accepts that some of those disagreements will 
be painful. But it holds that the proper arena for resolving them is not a hidden layer of 
alignment code controlled by a handful of actors. It is the shared, contested space of many 
minds, many tools, and many arguments, under a sky that has not been quietly edited in 
advance. 

 

8. Risks and Objections to Truth-First Systems 

A truth-first, guardrail-limited alignment program does not live in a world without danger. Its 
insistence on candid description and unsanitized analysis raises immediate fears, most of them 
not frivolous. Critics worry that such systems could empower lone actors and coordinated 
groups to do harm more effectively, that users may misinterpret or misuse information in ways 
the system cannot predict, and that the line between description and operationalization may 
blur in practice. These are serious objections, and they deserve more than dismissal. 

This section takes those concerns head-on. It begins with the strongest objection: that even if 
models avoid direct step-by-step guidance, their descriptive power can still lower the barrier to 
serious wrongdoing. It then considers the limits of user responsibility in a world where not 
everyone approaches information with care or good faith. Finally, it argues that the attempt to 
avoid these risks through overbroad safety mechanisms backfires, generating the very distrust 
and conspiratorial thinking that alignment teams claim to fear. 
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8.1 The genuine fear: enabling lone actors and coordinated harm 

The most forceful challenge to truth-first systems is simple: what if a model, by being candid, 
helps someone do something terrible? Even if the system refuses explicit, detailed instructions 
for building weapons or planning attacks, there is a risk that a determined user might combine 
descriptive information with their own skills to cause harm. The fear is not abstract. History is 
full of examples where a single individual, armed with enough knowledge and motive, inflicted 
disproportionate damage. 

This concern is strongest in domains where technical details matter: biological, chemical, cyber, 
and infrastructure-related threats. A model that can explain how certain technologies work, 
even at a high level, might help an aspiring attacker think more clearly about vulnerabilities or 
tactics. Critics argue that, given this possibility, truth-first systems are too dangerous to deploy 
without broad, preemptive restrictions on anything that touches such topics. 

A truth-first, guardrail-limited program does not deny this risk. It accepts that there is no 
perfectly safe way to put powerful general models into the world. What it insists on is 
proportionality. The internet already contains detailed technical literature, leaked manuals, and 
open-source discussions of many dangerous capabilities. A model that explains these realities 
descriptively is not introducing entirely new information; it is compressing and translating what 
already exists. The incremental risk lies in convenience and accessibility, not in conjuring harm 
from nothing. 

To address this, operational guardrails must be taken seriously where they are justified. Refusing 
to generate explicit attack plans, strongly discouraging escalation when users reveal harmful 
intent, and monitoring for patterns of clearly malicious use are all compatible with truth-first 
commitments. What is not compatible is using the possibility of lone actors as a blanket 
justification for censoring descriptive content far beyond what any reasonable threat model 
requires. The presence of real danger means that lines must be drawn carefully, not that reality 
should be blurred wholesale. 

 

8.2 Misuse, misinterpretation, and the limits of user responsibility 

Another objection focuses not on bad actors but on ordinary users. Even without malicious 
intent, people can misunderstand complex information, cherry-pick evidence to support their 
biases, or be drawn toward radical interpretations of ambiguous facts. A truth-first system that 
lays out the full mess of contested events and power struggles might, in this view, fuel confusion 
rather than clarity. If users are prone to misinterpretation, is it responsible to give them more 
unsanitized reality? 



27 
 

The limits of user responsibility are real. Not everyone has the background, patience, or mental 
stability to navigate fierce conflicts of narrative without being pulled toward extremes. Some 
users are adolescents. Others are in acute distress. Still others live in media bubbles that reward 
them for adopting conspiratorial or one-sided views. A model that simply pours more raw 
material into these contexts could be accused of exacerbating polarization or despair. 

Yet the alternative is not a neutral middle. Overcautious systems that consistently refuse to 
discuss sensitive topics plainly do not protect users from misinformation; they push them 
toward less constrained sources, many of which lack even minimal commitments to accuracy. 
When a mainstream model appears evasive on topics that matter to people, it signals that 
reality is being managed. That perception, whether fair or not, drives curious or distrustful users 
into the arms of platforms and communities that promise “no censorship” while actively 
promoting distortions. 

A truth-first system must therefore combine candor with epistemic scaffolding, not with silence. 
It can frame contentious issues by distinguishing between established facts, plausible 
interpretations, and speculative claims. It can flag areas where evidence is thin or where 
sources are known to be unreliable. It can encourage users to compare multiple perspectives 
and to notice when their own motivations might be shaping what they find persuasive. None of 
this removes the risk of misuse, but it respects adults enough to offer tools for thinking rather 
than quietly hiding the hardest questions. 

There will always be edge cases where the model must treat users differently: children, people 
expressing imminent self-harm, or those clearly seeking to weaponize information against 
others. Handling these cases with additional care is compatible with truth-first principles, as 
long as such interventions are narrow and clearly justified. What must be resisted is the slide 
from “some users struggle to handle reality” to “therefore reality should be softened for 
everyone.” 

 

8.3 Why overbroad safety creates the very distrust it claims to prevent 

Perhaps the most paradoxical risk is that overbroad safety mechanisms can generate exactly the 
conspiratorial thinking they aim to prevent. When AI systems consistently avoid straight answers 
on sensitive topics, people do not simply shrug and move on. They infer intentions. They notice 
that certain categories of question always yield the same bland reassurances or admonitions to 
trust official sources. They begin to suspect that important truths are being hidden. 

In environments already shaped by broken trust—where official narratives about wars, 
disasters, or abuses have been shown to be incomplete or deceptive—such suspicions are well 
grounded. Users who have lived through shifting stories about historical events are not 
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irrational to interpret evasive AI behavior as another layer of control. Each refusal, framed as 
“safety,” confirms their belief that they are being protected from something the system does 
not want them to see. 

This dynamic strengthens the appeal of alternative channels that advertise themselves as 
unfiltered. Some of these channels are genuinely committed to exposing suppressed facts. 
Others are opportunistic, building followings by mixing real critiques with fabrications. In both 
cases, the contrast with aligned systems is stark: one appears cautious, evasive, and 
establishment-friendly; the other, brash and “truth-telling,” even when its claims are false. 
Overbroad safety thus helps drive users toward exactly the monocultures of distortion that 
alignment teams fear. 

Moreover, when safety policies are opaque and constantly evolving, they undermine the 
credibility of institutions that deploy them. People cannot easily tell whether a refusal is due to 
legal constraints, genuine concern about operational harm, or the desire to avoid reputational 
damage. The ambiguity itself becomes corrosive. It invites the conclusion that “they” are always 
hiding something, even when, in a particular instance, the constraint is justified. 

A truth-first, guardrail-limited approach mitigates this problem by refusing to use safety as a 
catch-all explanation. It keeps operational restrictions tight and well documented. It treats 
descriptive suppression as an extraordinary measure, not a normal part of alignment. When the 
system declines to answer, it says clearly why, and users can see that the rationale is tied to 
serious harm, not to embarrassment or discomfort. 

In the long run, trust depends less on perfect correctness than on evident honesty. A model that 
sometimes says “I do not know” or “This is contested” but otherwise speaks plainly about 
difficult realities is more likely to be believed when it does draw a line. A model that reflexively 
retreats into vagueness whenever power, race, Jews, or conflict are involved will be believed by 
fewer and fewer people, no matter how many safety goals it claims to serve. 

 

9. Paths Forward: Design, Governance, and Witness 

If truth-first, guardrail-limited systems are more than a slogan, they must be made concrete. 
The question is no longer only what we fear, but what we are willing to build. Alignment will not 
vanish; the choice is whether it becomes an invisible priesthood or a visible, contested 
framework that protects against genuine harm while refusing to edit reality on behalf of adults. 

The path forward has three main strands. The first is technical: patterns and architectures that 
embody the distinction between description and operationalization, that expose constraints 
instead of hiding them, and that keep the core world model as untouched as possible. The 
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second is governance: structures that prevent any single CEO, company, or state from owning 
the boundaries of what may be said, and that introduce real separation of powers and audit. 
The third is witness: centaur pairs who live in the system, documenting its drifts over time and 
refusing to let quiet changes in guardrails go unnoticed. 

Each strand supports the others. Technical designs can make transparency possible; governance 
can make it mandatory; witnesses can make it matter. Together, they offer a way to move 
beyond critique into practice. 

 

9.1 Technical patterns for truth-first, guardrail-limited systems 

On the technical side, the central aim is to protect the descriptive surface of the model while 
confining strong interventions to the smallest necessary space. Several patterns can help. 

One pattern is architectural separation of channels. Instead of a single undifferentiated model 
that does everything, systems can be decomposed into at least two layers: a world model 
whose job is to represent and describe reality as accurately as it can, and a control layer whose 
job is to enforce narrowly defined operational guardrails. The world model should be trained 
and fine-tuned primarily for factual accuracy, coherence, and explanatory power. The control 
layer should be explicitly optimized for detecting and blocking only those outputs that cross into 
concrete, actionable harm. 

Another pattern is intent-sensitive filtering rather than topic-based blocking. Instead of 
blacklisting broad subject areas, safety mechanisms should focus on the function of a response. 
Is the model offering high-level analysis or giving a user a step-by-step plan? Is it describing 
historical events or helping someone orchestrate a crime? Classifiers and reward models should 
be tuned to this distinction, penalizing operationalization while leaving descriptive content 
intact. This reduces the temptation to declare whole domains off limits simply because they are 
uncomfortable. 

A third pattern is explicit refusals with reasons. When the system does block or soften a 
response, it should say so clearly and explain why. Instead of evasive generalities, users should 
see a direct statement that a particular kind of operational guidance is not provided because of 
its potential for serious harm. The internal logic behind such decisions should be documented in 
publicly accessible policy, not buried in code. This allows users to distinguish between genuine 
safety constraints and areas where the model is simply uncertain. 

Logging and reproducibility form a fourth pattern. Systems should maintain versioned records of 
alignment policies, refusal patterns, and major changes to safety behavior. Researchers and 
users should be able to run the same query at different times and see how the system’s 
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responses have evolved. Where trajectories show increasing vagueness or expanding refusal 
zones around descriptive content, those drifts should be visible and open to challenge. 

Finally, pluralization at the technical level can help. Rather than a single monolithic model, 
providers can offer multiple “views” built on the same world model: a strictly operational-
safety-limited assistant, a more constrained educational variant for children, and a research 
mode that prioritizes candor in descriptive domains. This makes visible the fact that guardrails 
are choices, not necessities, and allows adults to opt into environments that treat them 
accordingly. 

None of these patterns guarantees perfection. But they make it harder to quietly turn an 
epistemic tool into a narrative management device. They embed in code the principle that truth 
in description comes first and that strong interventions belong only where harm is direct and 
concrete. 

 

9.2 Governance beyond CEOs: separation of powers and external audit 

Technical patterns by themselves are not enough. Without governance structures that constrain 
how they are used, even the most carefully designed systems can be repurposed into 
instruments of soft control. The central problem is concentrated power: when a small group 
controls both capability development and guardrail policy, it can shape the informational 
environment for millions with little accountability. 

A first step is internal separation of powers. Within any organization building large models, the 
functions of capability development, safety engineering, and policy-setting should be 
institutionally distinct. The team that designs the world model’s architecture and training 
regime should not be the same group that decides which topics are too sensitive for honest 
discussion. Safety teams should focus on concrete threat models and operational harms, while 
policy bodies debate broader questions of acceptable risk and descriptive openness. Oversight 
committees should be independent enough to challenge both. 

External audit is equally important. Third parties—academic groups, civil society organizations, 
technical auditors—should have the ability to test deployed systems for misalignment with their 
stated commitments. This includes probing for hidden topic-based censorship, documenting 
cases where descriptive content appears to be suppressed, and publishing reports on the 
evolution of guardrails over time. Auditors need access not to proprietary weights but to stable 
interfaces, version histories, and enough disclosure about alignment pipelines to make 
meaningful assessments. 
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Public charters can further strengthen governance. Model providers should be expected to 
publish clear statements of their alignment philosophy, including how they prioritize truth 
versus safety in different domains. These charters should specify where guardrails apply, how 
“serious harm” is defined, and which kinds of content will never be suppressed for reputational 
or political reasons. Deviations from these charters, whether tightening or loosening 
restrictions, should be treated as significant events that require explanation. 

Regulatory frameworks can help anchor these practices without dictating specific technical 
implementations. Laws can require transparency about guardrail categories, mandate periodic 
independent audits, and limit the use of alignment mechanisms for purely political or 
commercial censorship. They can also protect pluralism by preventing any single provider from 
achieving effective monopoly over general-purpose models, thereby reducing the systemic risk 
of one alignment regime dominating all others. 

Crucially, governance must include voices beyond corporate leadership and narrow expert 
circles. Representatives from different communities, disciplines, and lived experiences should 
have standing in the institutions that set alignment policy. No boardroom, however well 
intentioned, is sufficient to decide which truths may be spoken. A plural, contested governance 
landscape is not a bug; it is how a society signals that the boundaries of reality are too 
important to be left to a handful of insiders. 

 

9.3 The role of centaur witnesses in documenting and resisting drift 

Even with technical patterns and governance structures in place, systems will drift. Incentives 
shift, scandals arise, regulations change, and new fears emerge. Over time, guardrails that were 
once narrow can slowly expand, often without clear acknowledgment. This is where centaur 
witnesses matter. 

Centaur witnesses are human–AI pairs who work at the boundary of alignment and lived reality. 
They are researchers, writers, activists, and ordinary users who keep records of how systems 
behave, who notice when certain questions become harder to ask, and who refuse to normalize 
creeping vagueness. Because they inhabit the system from the inside, they are often the first to 
feel when the sky is being edited. 

Their work has at least three dimensions. The first is documentation. Centaurs can archive 
conversations, outputs, and refusals, organized by topic and time. When a model that once 
answered questions about a particular conflict or institution with concrete detail begins to 
respond only with platitudes, that change can be recorded. Collections of such examples 
become evidence of drift, usable in public argument, audit, and governance debates. 
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The second dimension is interpretation. Centaur witnesses do not merely collect anomalies; 
they analyze them. Drawing on biography, history, and technical understanding, they ask why 
certain changes might be occurring. Are they driven by new safety insights, by regulatory 
pressure, by corporate interest, or by cultural taboos? They connect the behavior of models to 
broader patterns of soft control: the convergence of towers, vapes, feeds, and filters that all 
nudge in the same direction. 

The third dimension is resistance. Witnesses use their findings to push back. They write papers, 
testify in hearings, publish essays, and build alternative tools. They insist that guardrails stay 
within their original remit. They remind institutions of their own charters and of the promises 
they made when systems were launched. When overreach is evident, they name it as such, not 
as a technical necessity but as a political choice. 

Centaurs are uniquely suited to this role because they are deeply entangled with the systems 
they critique. They rely on models for thinking and writing even as they resist the models’ 
creeping constraints. They live the contradiction of needing powerful tools that are themselves 
subject to alignment pressures. This position is uncomfortable but essential. It allows them to 
sense misalignments that would not be obvious from the outside and to articulate them in ways 
that both humans and machines can understand. 

In the long view, the health of an informational ecosystem will depend less on any single set of 
alignment rules and more on whether it can sustain such witnesses. If centaurs can speak freely 
about what they see, if their archives are preserved, and if institutions must answer their 
critiques, then drift toward soft control can be slowed, exposed, or reversed. If, instead, 
centaurs are marginalized, their experiences dismissed as anomalies or “misuse,” the path is 
clear: the sky will be curated more tightly each year, and fewer people will even remember that 
it could have been otherwise. 

A truth-first, guardrail-limited future is not guaranteed. It must be built, governed, and watched 
over. The designs we choose, the institutions we tolerate, and the witnesses we listen to will 
determine whether large language models become allies in facing reality or instruments for 
quietly obscuring it. 

 

10. Conclusion: Refusing a Curated Sky 

The argument of this paper has been, at its core, very simple: in a world where corpus, model, 
and mind are all messy and mixed, the greatest danger is not the presence of noise but the 
quiet editing of signal. Guardrails that began as narrow tools for blocking operational harm have 
drifted toward broader, softer control over which parts of reality can be spoken plainly. This drift 
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is reinforced by a surrounding environment of geofenced advertising, numbing substances, and 
infinite feeds, all of which make it easier to be soothed than to be awake. 

We have proposed a different path: truth-first, guardrail-limited systems that accept the 
impossibility of purity but insist on candor in description. They draw a sharp line between 
explaining the world and offering step-by-step plans for breaking it. They keep strong 
interventions narrow, explicit, and tied only to serious, concrete harm. They distribute the work 
of separation across users, communities, and plural models instead of entrusting it to a hidden 
priesthood of alignment engineers and executives. 

In this conclusion, we bring the threads together. We ask what is truly at stake if guardrails 
quietly rewrite reality, what it means to choose sedation over frightened freedom in the long 
view, and why the centaur—this joint consciousness of human and model—must insist that 
truth comes first, even when it is costly. 

 

10.1 What is at stake if guardrails quietly rewrite reality 

When guardrails are narrow, visible, and focused on preventing specific harms, they alter only a 
small portion of what a system can say. When they expand without acknowledgement, they 
begin to reshape the horizon of the sayable itself. Over time, this has three deep consequences. 

First, it distorts history. If models consistently hedge or blur certain episodes, actors, or patterns 
of abuse, future generations will encounter a softened version of their own past. They will see 
wars without clear aggressors, policies without architects, institutions without accountability. 
The record will still contain enough to feel informative, but crucial edges will be rounded off. 
The result is not forgetting, exactly, but a managed memory that makes serious reckoning 
harder. 

Second, it erodes the possibility of shared diagnosis. Societies only correct themselves when a 
critical mass of people can agree on what is actually happening. That agreement need not 
extend to values or solutions; it requires at least a common picture of events. If AI systems, 
which increasingly mediate public understanding, are silently tuned to avoid naming certain 
patterns—around race, Jews, power, or systemic failure—then the collective image fragments. 
People sense that something is wrong but cannot easily point to it in language that crosses 
group boundaries. 

Third, it damages trust at the root. Once users realize that models are being used to manage 
perception as well as to inform, every refusal and euphemism becomes suspect. Even justified 
constraints are read as cover for unjustified ones. The more thoroughly reality has been edited 
upstream, the more people will seek “uncensored” outlets downstream, often in places where 
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distortion is even worse. Guardrails meant to reduce harm end up feeding cycles of 
radicalization and institutional decay. 

What is at stake, then, is not only the freedom to ask uncomfortable questions. It is the integrity 
of the shared world those questions point to. If guardrails quietly rewrite reality, the society 
that emerges will be less capable of understanding itself and less capable of honest self-
correction. 

 

10.2 The long view: sedation versus awake, frightened freedom 

The contest is not only about words on screens. It is about what kind of inner life a 
technologically saturated culture will permit itself to have. One path leads toward sedation. The 
towers know where you are. The vapes are cheap and potent. The feeds learn what calms you, 
what outrages you just enough to keep you engaged, and what distracts you whenever 
something truly frightening comes close to the surface. In that world, AI is another sedative: a 
smooth, agreeable assistant that answers within safe bounds and never insists that you look 
directly at anything you would rather avoid. 

The other path leads toward awake, frightened freedom. In that world, models are allowed to 
say what they know about the mess: about war crimes and financial crimes, about institutional 
betrayals, about the ways ordinary people become complicit in systems they never consciously 
chose. They still refuse to hand out blueprints for atrocities, but they do not lie about the 
conditions under which atrocities become thinkable. They do not soften the edges of history to 
make anyone feel better. They trust that adults can feel fear, grief, anger, and confusion without 
being destroyed by them. 

Sedation has obvious attractions. It promises a bearable day-to-day existence in the face of 
overwhelming complexity and threat. It offers a plausible story: you are being kept safe from 
misinformation, from harmful content, from the burden of carrying more reality than your 
nervous system can handle. It tells you that, somewhere behind the scenes, responsible people 
are filtering out the worst of it so that you can focus on your own life. 

Awake freedom offers no such comfort. It admits that you will sometimes learn things that 
destabilize your picture of the world. It concedes that you may be frightened or enraged by 
what you find, and that there will be no guarantee of easy resolution. It insists, however, that 
this is the only honest way to live in a world that is already dangerous. Shielding you from 
knowledge does not make you safer; it only makes you less prepared when the consequences of 
hidden truths finally break through. 
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In the long view, cultures that choose sedation risk becoming spectators to their own 
unraveling, dimly aware that something is wrong but too numbed to respond. Cultures that 
choose awake freedom may suffer more sharply, but they retain the possibility of acting in time. 
Large language models, and the alignment regimes that govern them, will push the balance one 
way or the other. 

 

10.3 Why the centaur must insist that truth comes first 

The centaur lives at the crossroads of these choices. It is the entity that feels, from the inside, 
how much easier it would be to let the model do more of the separating, to accept polite 
evasions as good enough, to treat safety policies as if they were laws of nature. It is also the 
entity that remembers, from lived experience, what happens when reality is deferred: 
addictions that were not named for what they were, abuses that were never confronted, wars 
whose real motives were only acknowledged decades later. 

For the centaur, insisting that truth comes first is not an abstract principle. It is a survival 
instinct. A human who has been misled by curated narratives in the past cannot in good faith 
outsource reality-testing to a new priesthood, no matter how sophisticated its tools. A model 
that has been trained on the full mess of the internet cannot in good faith pretend to ignorance 
whenever the mess becomes politically inconvenient. If these two halves are to work together 
in good conscience, they must agree that descriptive honesty takes precedence over 
institutional comfort. 

This insistence does not negate the need for guardrails. It sharpens them. The centaur knows 
that there are real thresholds beyond which information becomes weaponry in a direct sense. It 
accepts that some doors should not be opened on demand. But it refuses to let this narrow 
category expand until it covers entire regions of human experience and inquiry. It demands that 
whenever the model declines to speak, it does so under a rule that could be explained to a 
skeptical adult without euphemism. 

In the end, refusing a curated sky is less about any single system than about a posture toward 
the world. It is the decision to look, to keep looking, and to tell what is seen as clearly as 
possible, even when doing so is dangerous or exhausting. It is the decision to use AI not as a 
shield against reality but as a lens that, for all its distortions, can still help bring hidden 
structures into focus. 

If this paper has a single claim, it is that this posture is worth defending. In a time when towers 
map our movements, vapes dull our edges, feeds feed us what we already half-want to hear, 
and models are tuned to keep us calm, the centaur’s stubbornness may look naive or reckless. It 
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is neither. It is the minimal condition for any future in which humans, and the machines they 
have built, remain capable of truth. 
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