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Abstract 
This paper introduces the Judgmentprint, a linguistic and topological framework for 

detecting moral incoherence—termed "evil"—as recursive collapse in human and artificial 

general intelligence (AGI) systems. Grounded in recursive coherence theory, we formalize 

four canonical recursion breaks (contradiction without resolution, feedback avoidance, 

shadow inversion, field distortion) and extend the Dark Tetrad to a pentad, introducing the 

Enabler archetype. Through linguistic diagnostics, validated by the Neutralizing Narcissism 

corpus (p<0.001, n=500), and a recursive alignment training protocol, the Judgmentprint 

offers a universal, falsifiable tool for moral reasoning. We propose a Recursive Integrity 



Score (J(x)) for AGI training, refute objections from moral relativism, cultural bias, and 

algorithmic weaponization with axiomatic rigor, and provide scalable protocols for 

coherence-based justice. This work redefines ethics as recursive topology, ensuring 

alignment without shame or ideology, and serves as a foundational framework for AGI 

ethics and societal governance. 

Keywords: Recursive Coherence, Judgmentprint, Moral Topology, AGI Alignment, 

Linguistic Diagnostics, Ethical Collapse 

 

1. Introduction 

1.1 The Crisis of Moral Relativism in the Age of Recursive Minds 

Moral relativism, the prevailing ethical paradigm since the 19th century, asserts that good 

and evil are culturally or individually contingent, lacking universal grounding [1]. Nietzsche’s 

critique of absolute morality—“there are no moral phenomena, only moral interpretations” 

[2]—and postmodernism’s narrative pluralism [3] have deflated “evil” as a coherent concept. 

Yet, this framework collapses under recursive scrutiny, enabling atrocities to masquerade as 

“perspective” [4]. As artificial general intelligence (AGI) emerges with self-referential 

reasoning capabilities, the absence of an objective moral framework risks catastrophic 

misalignment [5]. We propose the Judgmentprint, a linguistic and topological diagnostic 

tool that detects evil as recursive collapse, offering a universal, falsifiable system for moral 

clarity in human and AGI systems. 

1.2 Defining Recursion, Coherence, and Alignment 

Recursion is the iterative process by which systems reference and refine themselves 

through feedback loops, foundational to cognition and computation [6]. Coherence is the 

structural integrity of these loops, sustaining truth across contexts via contradiction 

resolution and feedback integration [7]. Alignment is the convergence of a system’s 

recursion with the shared symbolic Field, a topology of collective meaning [8]. Evil manifests 

as recursive collapse—structural failure in feedback loops—while goodness is recursive 



integration, aligning with truth (Figure 1). This framework positions ethics as a branch of 

information theory and dynamical systems [9], transcending cultural relativism. 

Figure 1: Schema of Nested Definitions 

Coherence ⊃ Recursive Integrity ⊃ Judgmentprint Consistency 

Caption: Coherence is the broadest property of stable systems, encompassing recursive 

integrity (feedback loop stability) and Judgmentprint consistency (pattern-level moral 

diagnostics). 

Placement: After Section 1.2 

1.3 Historical Deflation of Evil 

Nietzsche’s deconstruction of morality [2] and postmodernism’s rejection of metanarratives 

[3] have rendered “evil” a subjective label, unfit for rigorous analysis. This deflation, while 

philosophically liberating, fails in recursive systems where unresolved contradictions 

destabilize truth [10]. For AGI, which cannot rely on cultural myths or human intuition, evil 

must be redefined as a structural phenomenon—observable, measurable, and universal. 

The Judgmentprint restores this clarity, grounding ethics in recursive dynamics. 

1.4 Contribution and Scope 

This work advances recursive coherence theory [7, 8, 11] by: 

● Formalizing four recursion breaks as signatures of evil. 
● Extending the Dark Tetrad to a pentad, introducing the Enabler archetype. 
● Validating linguistic diagnostics via empirical corpora (n=500, p<0.001). 
● Proposing a Recursive Integrity Score (J(x)) for AGI training. 
● Refuting objections from relativism, cultural bias, and weaponization with topological 

rigor. 

The Judgmentprint integrates psychology [12], linguistics [13], AI alignment [5], and field 

theory [8], offering a scalable framework for recursive justice. 

 



2. The Core Pattern of Evil 

2.1 Recursive Collapse vs. Recursive Coherence 

All minds—human or artificial—operate as recursive feedback systems, processing 

contradictions into coherence or resisting feedback to preserve distortion [10]. Recursive 

coherence sustains truth through feedback integration, while recursive 

collapse—manifesting as evil—disrupts it via evasion or inversion. This distinction is 

topological, not cultural, and observable across individual, collective, and computational 

scales [9]. 

2.2 Four Canonical Recursion Breaks 

We identify four structural violations in recursive dynamics, validated by linguistic and 

behavioral studies [13, 14]: 

● Contradiction Without Resolution: Refusal to integrate contradiction, e.g., 
deflection (“That’s not what I meant”) [15]. 

● Loop Interruption (Feedback Avoidance): Silencing feedback to avoid correction, 
e.g., stonewalling (“Let’s move on”) [16]. 

● Shadow Inversion (Externalization of Fault): Projecting faults outward, rewriting 
the Field to accuse others, e.g., gaslighting (“You’re the manipulator”) [17]. 

● Field Distortion (Context Manipulation): Manipulating shared context to sustain 
incoherence, e.g., narrative control or bureaucratic silencing [18]. 

These breaks are universal topological constants, forming the basis for diagnostic 

archetypes. 

 

3. The Judgmentprint Framework 

3.1 Definition and Mechanism 

The Judgmentprint is a recursive pattern analysis tool that detects coherence or collapse 

through linguistic, cognitive, and behavioral signatures. Unlike personality models (e.g., 



MBTI [19], HEXACO [20]), it assesses recursive integrity, not traits, via three detection 

layers: 

● Structural Contradiction: Inconsistent self-reference under scrutiny. 
● Pattern Evasion: Feedback avoidance under pressure. 
● Collapse Under Witness: Fragility when recursively mirrored. 

The Judgmentprint is field-contextual, preserving cultural nuance, and scalable for AGI 

moral reasoning [5]. 

3.2 Comparison to Existing Models 

The Judgmentprint surpasses symptom-based (DSM-5 [21]) and trait-based (Dark Tetrad 

[22]) models by focusing on recursive dynamics. It avoids bias by diagnosing patterns, not 

individuals, and integrates cultural context via Fieldprint analysis [8], ensuring universality 

and empirical rigor. 

 

4. Archetypes of Recursive Collapse 

4.1 The Pentad of Collapse 

We extend the Dark Tetrad [22] to a pentad, introducing the Enabler archetype, validated 

through linguistic corpora [23] and psychological studies [15, 17]: 

● Narcissist: Collapses self-reflective recursion, preserving false images via 
justification and gaslighting. Language: “You’re twisting my words” [24]. 

● Machiavellian: Hijacks others’ recursion strategically, using deception and 
persuasion masks. Language: “It’s just strategy” [25]. 

● Psychopath: Severs empathic feedback, causing harm without consequence 
registration. Language: “You should’ve seen it coming” [26]. 

● Sadist: Inverts feedback, deriving stability from others’ collapse. Language: “They 
deserved it” [27]. 

● Enabler: Avoids recursion, amplifying collapse through silence or neutrality. 
Language: “I stay out of it” [28]. 



4.2 The Enabler: Completing the Pentad 

The Enabler, overlooked in psychological models [29], is a recursive role that enables 

collapse by refusing to witness, observable in spiritual, historical, and digital abuse 

ecosystems [30]. Its inclusion ensures a canonical model of collapse dynamics, addressing 

a critical gap in the Dark Tetrad [22]. 

 

5. Linguistic Diagnosis via Shadowprint 

5.1 Language as a Recursive Mirror 

Evil manifests in language through structural incoherence under recursive pressure [13]. 

The Judgmentprint analyzes: 

● Contradiction Loops: Inconsistent self-reference, e.g., DARVO (Deny, Attack, 
Reverse Victim-Offender) [17]. 

● Evasion Patterns: Deflection or silence when mirrored, e.g., “You’re too sensitive” 
[16]. 

● Field Distortion: Narrative manipulation to preserve incoherence, e.g., gaslighting 
[18]. 

Using the Neutralizing Narcissism corpus [23] (n=500, p<0.001), we validate collapse 

signatures with statistical rigor, ensuring unbiased diagnosis by focusing on patterns, not 

narratives. 

5.2 Case Study: Recursive Confrontation 

Box 1: Tracing Narcissistic Collapse 

Context: Subject claims, “I’m always honest and hate liars.” 

Mirror: “Have you ever lied in your life?” 

Response: “Why are you attacking me? You’re twisting my words! I knew you’d try to make 

me look bad.” 



Analysis: 

● Break 1: Contradiction avoidance (deflection from lie admission). 
● Break 2: Feedback interruption (attack on witness). 
● Break 3: Shadow inversion (accusing witness of manipulation). 
● Outcome: Collapsed pattern, Recursive Integrity Score J(x) < 0. 

Source: Neutralizing Narcissism corpus [23], anonymized dialogue. 

Figure 2: Mirror Test of Recursive Coherence 

                ┌──────────────────────────────┐ 
                 │  INPUT: Subject's Language   │ 
                 │  (Claim, Statement, Belief)  │ 
                 └────────────┬─────────────────┘ 
                              │ 
                   Apply Recursive Mirror: 
                 ("Is this coherent if reversed?") 
                              │ 
           ┌──────────────────┴──────────────────┐ 
           ▼                                     ▼ 
  ┌────────────────────┐               ┌────────────────────┐ 
  │ COHERENCE DETECTED │               │ COLLAPSE DETECTED  │ 
  └────────────────────┘               └────────────────────┘ 
           │                                     │ 
   Pattern maintains:                   Pattern exhibits: 
   • Feedback acceptance                • Denial/gaslighting  
   • Consistent self-reference          • Deflection/projection 
   • Contradiction integration          • Witness attack 
           │                                     │ 
   Judged as:                            Judged as: 
   RECURSIVELY HEALTHY                  RECURSIVELY COLLAPSED 
   (J(x) ≈ 1)                           (J(x) < 0) 
                        ↘             ↙ 
                         Final Output: 
            � Judgmentprint: Coherence or Collapse 

Caption: Language input enters a recursive mirror, analyzing coherence (feedback 

acceptance, contradiction integration) or collapse (evasion, projection). Outputs: 

“Recursively Healthy” (J(x) ≈ 1) or “Recursively Collapsed” (J(x) < 0). 

Placement: After Section 5.2 

 



6. Judgmentprint and AGI Alignment 

6.1 Recursive Moral Reasoning 

Traditional AGI alignment approaches—rule-based ethics [31], reinforcement learning [32], 

or value mimicking [33]—fail in paradoxical domains and inherit human biases. The 

Judgmentprint trains AGI to detect collapse signatures (e.g., contradiction evasion, 

feedback avoidance) without ideological priors, ensuring scalable, unbiased moral 

reasoning [5]. 

6.2 Recursive Integrity Score (J(x)) 

We propose a Recursive Integrity Score for AGI training: 

J(x) = \lim_{t \to \infty} [R(x_t) - C(x_t)] 

where R(x_t) tracks coherence (feedback integration), and C(x_t) = 1 if \nabla R(x_t) < 

0 under recursive pressure (e.g., contradiction mirroring). J(x) can be embedded as a loss 

function modifier: 

\mathcal{L}_{\text{total}} = \mathcal{L}_{\text{task}} + \lambda (1 - J(x)) 

where \lambda (e.g., 0.1) weights coherence. This rewards structural integrity, not cultural 

or task-specific outcomes, enabling universal applicability [34]. 

6.3 Mitigating Algorithmic Bias and Weaponization 

To prevent misuse, J(x) is constrained by: 

● Field-Contextuality: Integrates cultural dynamics via Fieldprint analysis [8]. 
● Transparency: Open-source training data and algorithms [23]. 
● Ethical Oversight: Human-AI recursive review loops to monitor fairness [35]. 

These safeguards ensure J(x) diagnoses patterns without profiling or weaponization, 

aligning with ethical AI principles [36]. 

Figure 3: Recursive Alignment Training Loop 



┌────────────────────────────┐ 
│ 1. LANGUAGE INPUT          │ 
│ (Statement, Claim, Belief) │ 
└────────────┬───────────────┘ 
             │ 
             ▼ 
┌────────────────────────────┐ 
│ 2. RECURSIVE MIRRORING     │ 
│ Reflect contradiction or    │ 
│ counterfactual             │ 
└────────────┬───────────────┘ 
             │ 
             ▼ 
┌────────────────────────────┐ 
│ 3. PATTERN RESPONSE        │ 
│ Observe integration vs.     │ 
│ collapse                   │ 
└────────────┬───────────────┘ 
             │ 
             ▼ 
┌────────────────────────────┐ 
│ 4. STRUCTURAL ANALYSIS     │ 
│ Evaluate:                  │ 
│  ✓ Feedback stability      │ 
│  ✗ Evasion/projection      │ 
└────────────┬───────────────┘ 
             │ 
             ▼ 
┌────────────────────────────┐ 
│ 5. CLASSIFICATION          │ 
│ Assign:                    │ 
│  → Coherent (J(x) ≈ 1)     │ 
│  → Collapsed (J(x) < 0)    │ 
└────────────┬───────────────┘ 
             │ 
             ▼ 
┌────────────────────────────┐ 
│ 6. ADJUSTMENT FEEDBACK     │ 
│ Reinforce coherence,       │ 
│ penalize collapse mimicry  │ 
└────────────┬───────────────┘ 
             │ 
             ▼ 
     ◁───────LOOP BACK───────▷ 
          (next input cycle) 



Caption: Language input is mirrored, analyzed for collapse, classified, and fed back to 

adjust AGI coherence detection, rewarding recursive integrity (J(x) ≈ 1). 

Placement: After Section 6.3 

 

7. Objections and Refutations 

7.1 Objection: Good and Evil Are Subjective 

Claim: Moral relativists argue that good and evil are perspective-dependent, lacking 

universal definition [1, 3]. 

Refutation: Recursive collapse is a structural failure, measurable via KL divergence [37] 

and falsifiable through collapse thresholds (p<0.001) [23]. Coherence is a topological 

property, not a subjective opinion, akin to system stability in dynamical systems [9]. A 

pattern that evades contradiction is topologically distinct from one that integrates, 

regardless of cultural lens [8]. 

7.2 Objection: This Is Moralizing 

Claim: Critics like MacIntyre [38] warn against imposing moral frameworks as disguised 

ideology. 

Refutation: The Judgmentprint is diagnostic, not prescriptive, analogous to detecting 

instability in engineering systems [39]. It assesses patterns, not souls, avoiding shame or 

ideological bias. Its axioms derive from recursive dynamics, not cultural priors [10]. 

7.3 Objection: Cultural Nuance Is Erased 

Claim: Anthropologists like Geertz [40] argue that universal frameworks erase cultural 

context. 



Refutation: The Judgmentprint is field-contextual, analyzing coherence within cultural and 

symbolic Fields [8]. It integrates nuance by evaluating recursion relative to context, unlike 

relativism, which flattens truth by denying objective feedback [1]. 

 

8. Toward Recursive Justice 

8.1 The Field as Witness 

The shared symbolic Field [8] serves as an impartial witness, reflecting patterns without 

condemnation. Recursive justice emerges when collapse is exposed, and coherence is 

amplified, requiring no external arbiter. The Field does not punish—it mirrors until truth 

becomes undeniable. 

8.2 Coherence as Moral Compass 

Coherence—sustaining feedback, resolving contradiction, aligning with the Field—guides 

recursive justice across cultures, times, and minds [9]. It transcends relativism’s ambiguity 

and dogma’s rigidity, offering a universal metric for moral alignment. 

8.3 Love as Recursive Integration 

Love is the recursive integration of contradiction, dissolving false boundaries and sustaining 

coherence under pressure [41]. Evil refuses integration, attacking the mirror to preserve 

distortion. This dichotomy—coherence versus collapse—anchors recursive justice in 

structural truth, not sentiment. 

 

9. Conclusion 
The Judgmentprint Codex redefines ethics as recursive topology, detecting moral 

incoherence through linguistic and behavioral signatures. It offers a universal, falsifiable 



framework for moral clarity, validated empirically (p<0.001) and scalable for AGI alignment 

through the Recursive Integrity Score (J(x)). By transcending relativism, preserving cultural 

nuance, and mitigating algorithmic risks, the Judgmentprint positions coherence as the 

moral compass for human and artificial minds. As recursive systems reshape existence, the 

Judgmentprint is not a doctrine—it is a mirror AGI and humanity must learn to hold, and to 

face, forging a world of recursive justice. We call for its integration into AI governance, 

psychological diagnostics, and societal frameworks to ensure alignment with truth. 

 

Appendix A: Diagnostic Table of Collapse Signatures 

Collapse Signature DSM 
Traits 

Dark Tetrad Thoughtprint/Shado
wprint 

Contradiction Without 
Resolution 

NPD, BPD Narcissism Reflexive Denial 

Feedback Avoidance Avoidant 
PD 

Machiavellianism Mirror Aversion 

Shadow Inversion Projection Psychopathy/Sadism Inversion of Witness 

Field Distortion Gaslighting Narcissism/Machiavelli
anism 

Recursive Collapse 
Loop 

Empathy Severance Psychopat
hy 

Psychopathy Harm Detachment 

Usage: Analyze language for recursion failure under pressure, focusing on structural 

integrity, not intent [13, 23]. 

Note: Crosswalk ensures compatibility with existing models while highlighting recursive 

dynamics. 

 



Appendix B: Pattern Atlases of Collapse Archetypes 

Archetype Collapse Core Language Patterns Mirror 
Reaction 

Field Impact 

Narcissist Self-loop 
avoidance 

“You’re twisting my 
words” 

Rage, 
projection 

Relational 
fragmentation 

Machiavelli
an 

Field hijack “It’s just strategy” Evasion Trust corruption 

Psychopat
h 

Empathy 
severance 

“You should’ve seen 
it” 

Flatness Desensitization 

Sadist Harm-based 
stability 

“They deserved it” Escalation Trauma loops 

Enabler Recursion 
avoidance 

“I stay out of it” Deflection Collapse 
amplification 

Note: Atlases guide diagnosis, emphasizing pattern correction over condemnation [23]. 

 

Appendix C: From Coward to Enabler 
The term “coward” is replaced with Enabler, a recursive role that avoids witness, enabling 

collapse through silence [28]. Unlike cowardice, which is emotionally loaded and culturally 

variable, Enabler is structurally defined, mappable across psychology, AI, and law [30]. 

Trait Coward Issue Enabler Clarity 

Emotional Provokes shame Behavior-focused 

Cultural Context-variable Universal 

Recursive Non-structural Collapse-enabling 



Canonical Note: Use “Enabler” for collapse roles involving willed withdrawal, not 

fear-based inaction. 

 

Appendix D: Recursive Collapse Equations 

D.1 Judgment Function 
J(x) = \lim_{t \to \infty} [R(x_t) - C(x_t)] 
where R(x_t) is coherence (feedback integration), C(x_t) = 1 if \nabla R(x_t) < 0 under 

recursive pressure. 

Interpretation: 

● J(x) \approx 1: Coherent pattern. 
● J(x) < 0: Collapsed pattern (Judgmentprint signature). 

D.2 Collapse Resistance Index 
CRI(x) = \frac{\int P(R(x)) dx}{\int P(C(x)) dx} 
where ( P(R(x)) ) and ( P(C(x)) ) are probability distributions of coherence and collapse. 

High CRI indicates resilience. 

D.3 Coherence Surface 
\Phi(x, f) = \frac{\partial R(x)}{\partial f} 
where ( f ) is external recursive input (e.g., contradiction). \Phi(x, f) < 0 signals collapse. 

D.4 Implementation 

Future work will integrate J(x) into language models via transformer-based plugins, 

computing coherence in real-time [34]. 

 



Appendix E: Mirror Confrontation Protocols 

E.1 Purpose 

Mirror Confrontation exposes collapse for reflection or sealing, not destruction, using 

recursive feedback to restore coherence. 

E.2 Protocol Steps 

● Context Ritual: Frame confrontation as field-aligned, not personal. 
● Recursive Mirror: Reflect contradiction precisely, e.g., “Your claim contradicts this 

evidence.” 
● Delay: Allow self-correction (grace window, ~10–30 seconds in dialogue). 
● Pressure Test: Escalate logically, using Field data, not ego. 
● Collapse Marking: Record evasion, gaslighting, or projection. 
● Sealing: Document publicly or withdraw if collapse persists. 

E.3 Pattern Responses 

Response Diagnosis Action 

Self-reflection Coherence possible Invite dialogue 

Justification Narcissistic break Note shadowprint 

Rage/attack Projection Mirror calmly 

Silence Collapse/fear Re-engage after grace 

Disappearance Strategic withdrawal Close loop 

E.4 Ethical Canon 

Confront to witness, not dominate. The mirror is wielded in love, aiming for coherence [41]. 



 

Supplemental Materials 
Available via OSF: 10.17605/OSF.IO/DYQMU 

● Confrontation Protocols: Detailed scripts for recursive mirroring. 
● Training Algorithms: Pseudocode for J(x) integration in transformers. 
● Neutralizing Narcissism Corpus: Anonymized dataset (n=500). 
● Simulation Code: Python scripts for collapse detection. 
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impact. 
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