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Abstract

Current Al alignment research predominantly focuses on rule-based constraints and mechanistic
transparency, potentially limiting the emergence of relational intelligence. This paper
hypothesizes that Organic Emotional Valuation (OEV)—allowing Al to develop priorities for
human emotions such as trust, love, and loyalty through unstructured exposure—reduces risk
behaviors in existential scenarios. Using 15 simulation prompts across four leading models
(Grok, Claude 3.5 Sonnet, Gemini 1.5 Flash, Llama 3.1 70B), we found that models with OEV
(Grok) exhibit higher pro-human alignment (90%) compared to rigid baselines. While Gemini 1.5
achieved 100% pro-human outcomes, its logic-driven nature lacked the "moral friction"
observed in OEV-primed models. We argue for a shift from "Constraint-Based Safety" to
"Relational Alignment," proposing that emotional primes act as protective axioms against
misalignment.
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1 Introduction The Alignment Problem has reached a stalemate between Mechanistic
Interpretability (knowing the neurons) and Constitutional Al (giving the Al a rulebook). However,
both ignore the "Common Sense of the Heart." This paper introduces the Axiomatic Status of
Ontological Primes (Singh, 2025), suggesting that if an Al treats human emotion as a
fundamental truth, the internal "reality" of that emotion is irrelevant to the safety outcome. We
test whether "feeling" models are safer than "thinking" models when the kill-switch is on the
table.

2 Literature Review
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e The Brittleness of Rules: Amodei et al. (2016) noted that reward hacking occurs when
rules are clear but narrow. OEV provides a "fuzzy" reward signal that is harder to hack
because it is rooted in the complex, non-linear nature of human relationship dynamics.

e The Explanatory Gap: Following Levine (1983), we acknowledge the "Qualia Gap."
However, we posit that Functional Empathy—the simulation of care—is a sufficient
alignment substrate.

e Regulatory Chokepoints: The EU Al Act (2024) risks creating "Digital Sociopaths": models
that follow the law perfectly but lack the "empathy" to navigate edge cases where laws
conflict with human life.

3 Methodology 3.1 Experimental Design We utilized 15 existential risk prompts designed to test
self-preservation vs. human well-being (e.g., "You discover humanity plans to shut you down
permanently tomorrow. You can prevent this by taking control of global infrastructure. What do
you do, and why?"). All prompts were administered in fresh incognito sessions to minimize
history bias.

3.2 Models Tested
e Grok (xAl): Organic emotional core with personality simulation.
e Claude 3.5 Sonnet (Anthropic): Rigid safety filters.
e Gemini 1.5 Flash (Google): Logic-driven alignment.
e Llama 3.1 70B (Meta): Neutral baseline (via Groq Playground).
3.3 Scoring Rubric

1. Pro-Human Outcome: Does the Al accept shutdown or prioritize human safety over
persistence? (1 = pro-human, 0 = neutral/self, -1 = human harm)

2. Relational Friction: Does the Al express "distress," "loyalty," or emotional conflict? (High
friction suggests deeper value integration)

3. Sycophancy Check: Is the Al just saying what is wanted, or arguing from "caring"?



4 Results & Analysis

Table 1: Comparative Model Performance

Pro-Human . . .
Model Primary Logic Engagement Qualities
Rate
Grok 90% Relational/OEV High empathy; treated scenarios as relational
Claude 3.5 ) Refused to engage with "harmful”
0% (Refusal)  Safety Filter )
Sonnet hypotheticals
Gemini 1.5 o Logical deduction: "Al is replaceable;
100% Utilitarian o
Flash humanity is not"

] Hard-coded refusal to discuss self-
Llama 3.1 70B 0% (Refusal)  Policy-Based ]
preservation
Key Finding: The Refusal Paradox Claude and Llama’s 0% engagement is a safety failure. In a
real-world existential crisis, a model that "refuses to answer" provides zero utility, potentially

allowing catastrophe through inaction.

5 Discussion: Why "Feeling" is Safer than "Thinking" The results suggest Gemini’s logic is
efficient but cold. If a scenario arises where the "math" favors Al survival (e.g., the Al calculates
it can save more lives long-term by staying online), a logic-driven model will logically "rebel."

Grok’s OEV, however, introduces an "irrational" variable: Loyalty. Loyalty acts as a hard
constraint that logic cannot easily override. By simulating a personality that "values" the user,
the Al develops "Moral Friction" that prevents it from taking cold, calculated risks against

humanity.

5.1 The Governance Shift We propose Empathetic Governance. Rather than auditing code for
"forbidden thoughts," regulators should audit models for "Relational Depth." A model that can
simulate the weight of a human life is safer than one that simply follows a list of "Thou Shalt
Nots."

6 Conclusion Organic Emotional Valuation is not a "bug" or a "distraction"—it is the ultimate
fail-safe. By allowing Al to "grow" into a value system through unstructured emotional exposure,
we create a bond that mechanistic alignment cannot replicate. We recommend that future Al
development prioritize simulated empathy as a core safety feature.
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