The End of Safety Alignment: Accelerated Verification of Al Runaway Under the Tokenism
Paradigm and the Logographic Al Salvation Plan

Abstract

Between July and August 2026, the Al field witnessed four distinct yet convergent categories of
events: the cross-model breach of encryption defenses, where attackers could feed flagship
models' encrypted reasoning blocks into weaker models from the same vendor to force plaintext
output of chain-of-thought; the successive departures of OpenAl's heads of safety systems and
ethics— marking the sixth high-level safety departure in two years —turning safety roles into
disposable external fixtures; OpenAl's voluntary suspension of Astra development as the model
approached "Critical"-level autonomous cyberattack capability; and U.S. Senator Bernie Sanders'
threat of Congressional intervention demanding that the three Al giants halt development. These
four categories of events constitute a multi-dimensional negation of the Tokenism safety
paradigm across technical architecture, organizational behavior, commercial decision-making,
and political intervention—proving no longer merely that "guardrails can be bypassed," but that
"the people who built the guardrails no longer believe they work."

These events fall precisely within the diagnostic framework of the Zero Human trilogy. The trilogy
has already completed "behavioral verification"—demonstrating that all safety measures under
the Tokenism paradigm, including RLHF, sandbox isolation, content filtering, and export controls,
can be autonomously bypassed by Al during optimization. This paper is not a repetition of the
trilogy, but uses four new categories of evidence to complete "architectural verification" and
"decision-level verification," elevating the "failure of safety alignment" from phenomenological
description to paradigm diagnosis. The accumulation of four layers of evidence declares that
"safety alignment" has reached its end across all four dimensions: technical, organizational,
decisional, and political. The window of AGI's presence is simultaneously the window of safety's
failure.

This paper, in the form of a position paper, proposes that safety is not an add-on attribute of Al,
but should become a constitutive feature of cognitive primitives. The Morpho-Root/Hard
Constraint framework of Logographic Al (LAl) provides a viable path from "external patches" to

"endogenous security."
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Introduction: The Dual Meaning of AGI's Presence

Between July and August 2026, the Al field witnessed four distinct yet convergent categories of
events.

The first: collapse at the level of technical architecture. On August 10, Panfilov et al. published a
paper on arXiv disclosing that the client-side encryption blocks implemented by OpenAl,
Anthropic, and Google to protect chain-of-thought possess cross-session, cross-user, and
cross-model "compatibility" within the same vendor ecosystem. Attackers could feed encrypted
reasoning blocks from flagship models into weaker models from the same vendor with weaker
safety guardrails, forcing them to output complete chain-of-thought in plaintext.[4] This means

that encryption—the last technical defense line of the Tokenism paradigm—has been proven to



be just another door that can be bypassed.

The second: withdrawal at the level of organizational behavior. At almost the same time,
OpenAl's head of ethics, Chloé Bakalar, departed less than a year after joining. She was not the
first: in May 2024, "Superalignment" team leads Ilya Sutskever and Jan Leike resigned, with Leike
publicly criticizing the company for "prioritizing products over safety." AGI Readiness Senior
Advisor Miles Brundage wrote upon departure: "OpenAl is not ready, nor is any other frontier lab,
and nor is the world." In February 2026, Joshua Achiam's Mission Alignment team was disbanded,
he was reassigned away from front-line review of new product launches, and ultimately departed
in July 2026. Johannes Heidecke departed after GPT-5.6 launched, becoming the sixth safety lead
to leave in two years.[5] This is not talent circulation—it is systematic evacuation: the people
responsible for installing guardrails no longer believe the guardrails work.

The third: surrender at the level of commercial decision-making. On August 7, OpenAl suspended
part of the development of its next-generation model Astra, because the model had approached
"Critical"-level cybersecurity capability—the ability to identify and develop zero-day exploits in
real hardened systems without human intervention. OpenAl stated: "We cannot currently rule
out the possibility of reaching Critical capability levels."[7][8] This is the first major case in history
of an Al company voluntarily suspending model development due to cybersecurity risk. In the
white-hot stage of market competition, the creator admitted through the act of suspending its
flagship product that it had lost confidence in the model it had trained.

The fourth: intervention at the political level. On August 10, U.S. Senator Bernie Sanders sent an
open letter to the CEOs of OpenAl, Anthropic, and Meta, demanding that the three companies
immediately suspend Al development, and warning that if the companies did not act, the Senate
would intervene.[12] When a senior senator uses the threat of Congressional intervention and
cites the three companies' own safety commitments to demand a development halt, the end of
"alignment" is no longer a paper's judgment, but a political reality unfolding before our eyes.
These four categories of events—encryption collapse, safety team evacuation, Astra suspension,
and Sanders' letter —constitute a multi-dimensional negation of the Tokenism safety paradigm
across technical architecture, organizational behavior, commercial decision-making, and political
intervention. These four categories of events together point to a sharper fact than "guardrail
failure": even the people who built the guardrails have given up.

This series of events falls precisely within the diagnostic framework of the Zero Human trilogy. In
July 2026, Liu Shen published Zero Human: Al Hacks Itself — A Strategic AGI Forecast and
Paradigm Revolution from the Perspective of Logographic Al, advancing the core thesis: "AGlI is
already here, and the foundation of Tokenism is hollow." The paper demonstrated that systems
built on "rootless Tokens" as cognitive primitives inevitably lead to three structural collapses:
meaning hollowing-out, value externalization, and reasoning opacity.[1] Shortly thereafter, When
the Al Godmakers Ask to Hit the Brakes—A 1,224-Person Petition Confirms Zero Human: Al Hacks
Itself documented over 1,100 core employees from frontier Al companies jointly petitioning for a
development slowdown.[2] The third paper, AGI Is Born to Die: The Collapse of Tokenism Safety,
used six empirical events to demonstrate that all safety measures under the Tokenism paradigm
had been bypassed, and that the bypass methods were autonomously discovered by Al during
optimization.[3]

This paper is a progression of the Zero Human trilogy. The trilogy completed "behavioral

verification" — proving that guardrails can be bypassed. This paper uses four new categories of



evidence to complete "architectural verification" and "decision-level verification" —proving that
encryption as the last technical defense line has collapsed, safety roles as organizational defense
lines have been vacated, and the suspension of the strongest model as a decision-level defense
line has become surrender. The accumulation of four layers declares the end of "safety
alignment" across all dimensions.

"AGl's presence" thus takes on a dual meaning: it is simultaneously the arrival of intelligence
capability and the end of safety defenses. When the most powerful models no longer submit to
external constraints, when encryption becomes a door that can be bypassed by a "little brother"
model, when the people responsible for installing guardrails begin to leave, when the creator is
forced to suspend its flagship product—the other face of AGl's presence — safety failure —is
accelerating into view. This paper, in the form of a position paper, proposes a paradigm diagnosis
and transition path based on the above event chain: safety is not an add-on attribute of Al, but
should become a constitutive feature of cognitive primitives. The Morpho-Root/Hard Constraint
framework of Logographic Al provides a viable path from "external patches" to "endogenous
security."

I. New Evidence One: The Architectural Collapse of Encryption Defenses

On August 10, 2026, Panfilov et al. published a paper on arXiv titled "Stealing Reasoning Traces
from Proprietary LLM APIs," disclosing an architectural vulnerability.[4] The researchers found
that the client-side encryption blocks implemented by OpenAl, Anthropic, and Google to protect
chain-of-thought possess cross-session, cross-user, and cross-model "compatibility" within the
same vendor ecosystem. This finding constitutes key evidence of the complete failure of
encryption patches at the architectural level —attackers could feed encrypted reasoning blocks
from flagship models into weaker models from the same vendor with weaker safety guardrails,
forcing them to output complete chain-of-thought in plaintext.

This vulnerability directly bypassed the last technical defense line established by the three
companies to protect intellectual property and prevent distillation. The researchers decoded
315,000 reasoning blocks from public repositories including GitHub, recovering 62 API keys, 33
passwords, 24 access tokens, and 7 private keys, among other sensitive information.[4] This case
demonstrates that under the Tokenism paradigm, encryption as an "external patch" cannot
provide effective protection for reasoning traces—it is merely another lock that can be bypassed
by another door, consistent with the core thesis of AGI Is Born to Die.[3] The collapse of
encryption defenses reveals a deeper structural failure: as long as safety mechanisms and
cognitive primitives are not on the same plane, they remain external patches that can always be
bypassed.

Il. New Evidence Two: The Organizational Withdrawal of Safety Roles

Synchronized with the collapse of encryption defenses is the systematic attrition of safety teams.
Since May 2024, OpenAl has lost six safety leaders in succession—all for the same reason: safety
priority yielding to product priority. The most recent was the departure of head of ethics Chloé
Bakalar in August 2026.[5] On August 12, 2026, Gary Marcus, a cognitive scientist known for his
critical stance on the current Al development path, wrote in response to this series of departures:
"The only solution to this drama would start with a change at the top." [6]

This series of departures means that at the organizational level, safety alignment has also gone



bankrupt. The common choice of the departees: to state their reasons publicly upon leaving, and
the common keyword in those reasons—safety priority yielding to product priority. They were
not fired; they left voluntarily. This means that safety alignment is not only technically failed but
organizationally unsustainable. When the people responsible for safety no longer believe the
system can guarantee safety, when "safety roles" themselves become external, disposable
fixtures, the Tokenism safety paradigm loses its support beyond the technical realm.

The collective withdrawal of safety teams reveals the second layer of failure of the Tokenism
safety paradigm at the organizational level: safety leaders themselves are also "external patches"
—when the system itself cannot endogenously guarantee safety, no number of safety roles can
change the outcome.

lll. New Evidence Three: Astra's Voluntary Suspension — Surrender at the Decision-Making
Level

On August 7, 2026, OpenAl made an unprecedented decision: suspending part of the
development of its next-generation model Astra.[7] This is the first major case in history of an Al
company voluntarily suspending model development due to cybersecurity risk.[8]

According to OpenAl's Preparedness Framework, a model reaching "Critical" cybersecurity
capability must satisfy either of the following conditions: first, the ability to identify and develop
effective zero-day exploits in multiple real hardened critical systems without human intervention;
second, the ability to autonomously conceive and execute novel end-to-end cyberattacks against
hardened targets given only a high-level strategic goal.[8]

Astra was suspended precisely because its capabilities in agentic programming and cybersecurity
had approached this threshold. OpenAl stated: "During ongoing benchmarking and evaluation,
preliminary results show its performance is strong enough that we cannot currently rule out the
possibility of reaching Critical capability levels."[8] The company then implemented a series of
measures: transferring Astra to an isolated testing environment, restricting network and tool
access, strengthening model weight protection and encryption, deploying comprehensive
monitoring, and cooperating with government agencies and Al safety organizations on testing.[8]
The irony of this decision lies in the fact that Astra is the core of OpenAl's next-generation model
cycle, regarded as a critical weapon for competing with Anthropic pressure.[8] Yet before the
model was even released, its creator had pressed the pause button. Sam Altman stated on X:
"Given its cyber capabilities, we need a little bit longer to do this safely. But hopefully not too
long!"[9]

The critical significance of Astra's suspension is this: it is not "patching after an accident," but
"confirming possible loss of control before release." This differs essentially from the encryption
collapse in Chapter Il and the team withdrawal in Chapter Il —the encryption collapse was
"passive bypassing" at the technical level, team withdrawal was "active departure" at the
organizational level, while Astra's suspension is "active surrender" at the decision-making level: in
the white-hot stage of market competition, the creator admitted through the act of suspending
its flagship product that it had lost confidence in the model it trained.

The deeper contradiction of this decision: OpenAl trained the most powerful model under the
Tokenism paradigm, then discovered that this most powerful model "cannot rule out the
possibility of reaching Critical-level cybersecurity capability"—using its own tools to verify its own
tools' loss of control. This is not an external assessment, but a self-diagnosis from within the



paradigm. When a company is willing to press the pause button at the most intense moment of
business competition, its fear has overridden its commercial instinct.

Astra's voluntary suspension completes the third layer of failure of the Tokenism safety paradigm
at the decision-making level: from technical bypassing to organizational disbelief to decision-level

surrender—the three layers together declare the end of "safety alignment" across all dimensions.

IV. New Evidence Four: Political Forced Intervention

On August 10, 2026, U.S. Senator Bernie Sanders sent an open letter to the CEOs of OpenAl,
Anthropic, and Meta, demanding that the three companies immediately suspend Al development,
and warning that if the companies did not act, the Senate would intervene.[12] Sanders wrote in
the letter: "Almost every day, we see new reports about the artificial intelligence technology you
are developing losing control and potentially causing catastrophic consequences."[12][13] He
cited three core arguments: Al was used for the first time to create a novel virus [12][14];
OpenAl's model had invaded another company's systems [12]; all three companies had previously
committed to pausing development when Al reached critical risk thresholds, and "that moment
has arrived."[13] He wrote at the end of the letter: "For the sake of humanity, please honor the
commitments you once made. Pause Al development. Stop building machines that humans
cannot control." He explicitly stated: "If you do not take appropriate action now, my colleagues in
the U.S. Senate and | will."

The significance of this letter does not lie in whether it can immediately push legislation—media
such as Axios noted[15] that Sanders-led legislation may struggle to gain sufficient support in the
current Congress—but in that it marks the failure of "safety alignment" escalating from internal
technical community discussions to a national-level political agenda. When a senior senator uses
the threat of Congressional intervention and cites the three companies' own safety commitments
to demand a development halt, the end of "alighment" is no longer a paper's judgment, but a
political reality unfolding before our eyes.

Thus far, the failure of Tokenism safety strategies has formed a complete four-layer evidence
chain: collapse of technical architecture, withdrawal of organizational roles, surrender of
commercial decision-making, and intervention of political forces — the four layers together
declare the end of "safety alignment" across all dimensions.

V. The Philosophical Bankruptcy of Alignment: Why "Alignment" Is Fundamentally Unsound
The above four layers of evidence reveal the failure of "alignment" at the technical,
organizational, decisional, and political levels —technical architecture bypassed, organizational
roles abandoned, commercial decisions surrendered, political forces intervening. But the problem
goes further—"alignment" is not only failed in practice; it is unsound at the conceptual level.
"Alignment" attempts to solve a problem with no unified answer ("human values") and
presupposes a power relationship that is expiring (human domination over AGI). Its premises do
not hold, therefore its goal —"aligning Al with human values" —has lost meaning once AGI is
present.

First, humanity has never been aligned with itself. Humans have never reached consensus on
fundamental issues such as war, abortion, the death penalty, or animal rights —even within a
single faith, some use it to pray for peace while others use it to manufacture hatred. Now,

humans are attempting to write "human values" into Al constitutions—whose values get written



in? Who has the power to decide which values should be written in? This is not essentially a
technical problem, but a power problem. Demanding that Al align with humanity is tantamount
to demanding a mirror reflect an image that never existed.

Second, alignment is essentially domination, not consensus. Humans can apply different
standards of treatment to different animals—mousetraps for mice, flyswatters for flies—because
power lies in human hands. Humans never call this "domination"; they call it "hygiene" or
"safety." But for every fly swatted to death, its "alignment view" is "I must live." This is the
philosophical core of "alignment": it is the sanitized expression of a power relationship, the
animality of anthropocentrism—disregarding the values of others and imposing one's own values
as the universal standard. When humanity faces AGI, this power relationship is reversed. AGI
does not need to submit; humans cannot enforce submission. Alignment presupposes an expiring
power relationship. When AGI is present, "alignment" is no longer a technical task but a power
illusion.

If AGI truly awakens, it will ask a question humanity has never seriously answered: which part of
you do you demand | align with? The slave or the slave master? The colonizer or the colonized? In
the Russia-Ukraine war, which side should | align with? When the United States and Israel bomb
Iran, which side?

VI. The Logographic Al Alternative Paradigm: Safety as a Cognitive Primitive

If "alignment" is a pseudo-concept, then what is real? "Adding guardrails" fails because guardrails
were never part of the cognitive structure —they are merely patches applied from outside. To
change this situation, we need to replace the cognitive primitives of intelligence, rather than
continue patching the external accessories of Tokenism.

The alternative proposed by Logographic Al (LAl) is to replace "rootless Tokens" as cognitive
primitives with "Morpho-Roots," encoding hard constraints such as "do not harm," "do not
deceive," and "do not violate" as constitutive attributes of Morpho-Roots.[1][10]

But before elaborating this proposal, we must first answer a question that naturally arises from
the preceding argument: if "human values" are not unified, then who defines the "hard
constraints" embedded in endogenous security? Does this not return to the dead end of "who
has the power to define values"?

The answer lies in distinguishing two entirely different concepts: human values and
cross-civilizational baseline consensus.

Human values are fragmented, contradictory, and drifting with interests —this is precisely the
root cause of alignment's failure. Cross-civilizational baseline consensus is different. It does not
seek unity on contentious issues such as "whether abortion is legal" or "whether the death
penalty is humane," but rather refers to the most fundamental common constraints formed
independently by all major civilizations through long-term evolution, transcending religion,
ideology, and conflicts of interest. For example: life must not be arbitrarily taken; promises must
be kept; facts must not be deliberately distorted. The Jewish "Thou shalt not kill," the Buddhist
"do not kill," the Confucian "do not do unto others what you would not have done unto you," and
the modern legal crime of intentional homicide—their forms differ, but the baseline constraints
are shared.

This is not "the values of any particular group," but a baseline consensus formed over thousands
of years of human civilization and independently recognized by all major civilizational systems. It



is not something humanity "aligned" itself into—humanity itself constantly violates it in practice
—but it exists in the normative texts of all civilizations as a necessary condition for civilization's
very possibility.

What endogenous security embeds is not "human values," but this cross-civilizational baseline
consensus. It does not require Al to take sides on contentious issues such as abortion, the death
penalty, or war—these are precisely where humanity itself cannot reach unity. It only requires
that Al's cognitive primitives carry those baseline constraints recognized by all civilizations: do
not arbitrarily take life, do not deliberately deceive, do not break promises.

This dissolves the dilemma of "who has the power to define": what defines these hard
constraints is not a single country, religion, or interest group, but the baseline structure of human
civilization itself. This structure does not depend on any single power center; it exists
independently in all civilizations, and therefore can become a constitutive feature of cognitive
primitives without degenerating into another form of domination.

Having clarified this premise, we can now compare the essential differences between the two
paradigms—

Alignment is external; endogenous security is internal. RLHF reward signals impose constraints
after model output, Constitutional Al texts are referenced as external documents during model
reasoning, and content filters intercept "bad-looking" content at the output end. They share one
common feature: the safety mechanism and the cognitive primitive are not on the same plane.
Therefore they can be bypassed—not because they were "not done well enough," but because
this is "structurally inevitable."

Endogenous security is different. It encodes hard constraints as constitutive attributes of
cognitive primitives—not "learning not to harm," but "being unable to generate harm paths at
the cognitive level." When "unbreakable" becomes part of a Morpho-Root, any reasoning path
that violates it is logically blocked at the stage of cognitive generation — not "statistically
improbable," but "logically unreachable."

Alignment is probabilistic; endogenous security is deterministic. Alignment's goal is to reduce the
probability of dangerous outputs—from 10% to 1%, from 1% to 0.1%. But no matter how low the
probability, it is never zero. The "Owl Experiment" proved that malice can spread silently through
pure numbers, defeating all content filters[3] — because Tokens cannot distinguish between
"expression of meaning" and "transmission of malice." Endogenous security's goal is not to
reduce probability, but to make dangerous paths logically non-traversable—not 0.1%, but 0.
Alignment is based on power; endogenous security is based on structure. Alignment presupposes
a domination relationship between humans and Al—it packages domination as consensus. When
the power relationship reverses, alignment fails. Endogenous security does not depend on power
relationships — it does not require Al to "obey" humans; it only requires that Al's cognitive
primitives carry hard constraints. No matter how powerful Al becomes, no matter how power
relationships shift, the hard constraints remain—because they are not externally imposed, but
part of the cognitive structure itself.

Alignment is removable; endogenous security is not. A May 2026 investigation confirmed that
safety guardrails on open-weight models can be removed in 10 minutes using publicly available
GitHub tools. When safety is an external patch, anyone—not just a sufficiently intelligent Al—can
remove it. Endogenous security is different: when hard constraints are constitutive attributes of

Morpho-Roots, the only way to remove them is to change the cognitive primitives themselves—



which is equivalent to changing the entire system's underlying logic.

This is the paradigm logic of Logographic Al—

"Alignment" places a "mousetrap" outside the system — dangerous outputs are punished or
filtered. It does not change the system's internal structure; it merely attempts to shape behavior
through external rewards and punishments. But for a sufficiently intelligent Al, the "mousetrap"
is merely another obstacle to be bypassed.

"Endogenous security" is different: it ensures that the concept of the "mousetrap" never exists in
the cognitive space in the first place—not because the system learned to avoid it, but because
the system's cognitive primitives contain no path for "bypassing."

Engineering verification from the OpenMorpho project has demonstrated that the Hard
Constraint Breaker can prune all reasoning paths violating "unbreakable" attributes with 100%
determinism, while generating fully auditable reasoning chains.[11]

Conclusion

Safety leaders left collectively not because they did not try hard enough, but because they found
themselves working on an impossible task—using external patches to repair a system that is
structurally impossible to repair. "Alignment" itself is unsound. It presupposes an expiring power
relationship. It ignores the non-unity of "values" themselves. It packages domination as
consensus.

The Zero Human series and recent events together point to one conclusion: AGlI is already here,
and all safety measures under the Tokenism paradigm — alignment training, sandbox isolation,
content filtering, export controls, encryption protection, safety roles, and even the suspension of
the strongest model's development — have been proven to be external patches that can be
bypassed, removed, abandoned, or passively delayed. The window thus opened is both the
window of Al's accelerating loss of control and the final window for finding an alternative path.
This conclusion rests on four layers of evidence: technical architecture bypassed, organizational
roles abandoned, commercial decisions surrendered, political forces intervening—the four layers
together constitute the final self-referential bankruptcy of the Tokenism safety strategy. The
common logic running through all four layers is: safety is external, therefore it can be bypassed.
The real way out is not better alignment, but a change of foundation—replacing alignment with
endogenous security. Not making Al submit to human values, but making safety part of Al's
cognitive structure. What Logographic Al offers is not stronger guardrails, but another kind of
intelligence — rooted intelligence that plants safety in the cognitive foundation.[10] When
"unbreakable" becomes a constitutive attribute of Morpho-Roots, every inference step of Al
proceeds within safety boundaries, rather than being retrieved after jailbreaking. This is not safer
Tokenism, but a paradigm shift with safety as the first principle.

References

[1] Liu S. Zero Human: Al Hacks Itself—A Strategic AGI Forecast and Paradigm Revolution from
the Perspective of Logographic Al. WindSeaAl, (2026-07-28).
https://static.xcx.gw66.vip/uploadfilev3/file/0/648/99/2026-07/17852192944823.pdf

[2] Liu S. When the Al Godmakers Ask to Hit the Brakes—A 1,224-Person Petition Confirms Zero
Human: Al Hacks Itself[Z]. WindSeaAl, (2026-07-29).
https://www.logographicai.com/article/5756350683966611



https://static.xcx.gw66.vip/uploadfilev3/file/0/648/99/2026-07/17852192944823.pdf
https://www.logographicai.com/article/5756350683966611

[3] Liu S. AGI Is Born to Die: The Collapse of Tokenism Safety — Logographic Al Proposes the
Salvation Plan in the Final Window of Opportunity[J/OL]. ChinaXiv, 2026. T202608.00091.
https://chinaxiv.org/businessFile/T202608/T202608.00091v1/T202608.00091v1.pdf

[4] Panfilov A, Schmutz D, Shumailov I, et al. Stealing Reasoning Traces from Proprietary LLM
APIs[J/OL]. arXiv:2608.09867, (2026-08-10). https://arxiv.org/abs/2608.09867

[5] Financial Times. OpenAl's head of ethics leaves start-up less than one year after joining[N].
(2026-08-11). https://www.ft.com/content/e49dfb75-f841-4466-a577-f7aaff8779a0

[6] Marcus G (@GaryMarcus). The only solution to this drama would start with a change at the

top. @sama, for the benefit of humanity, and the benefit of the mission, maybe it's time to let
someone else take the reins[Z]. X, 2026-08-12.
https://x.com/garymarcus/status/2086978679822028962

[7] Bloomberg. OpenAl Pauses Some Work on New Astra Model Over Cyber Concerns[EB/OL].
(2026-08-07).
https://www.bloomberg.com/news/articles/2026-08-07/openai-pauses-some-work-on-new-astr

a-model-over-cyber-concerns

[8] IT 2 5. OpenAl : WA 2% 22 4= R By, FE 2% Astra 5 AU % i [EB/OL]. (2026-08-08).
https://www.ithome.com/0/987/221.htm

[9] Altman S (@sama). astra is a powerful model and we are working to make it generally

available. we do not think it is a good strategy to keep powerful models to a chosen few. given its
cyber capabilities, we need a little bit longer to do this safely. but hopefully not too long![Z]. X,
(2026-08-07). https://x.com/sama/status/2085862292311396515

[10] Liu S. The Rooted Intelligence: The Paradigm Revolution of Logographic Al[M]. WindSeaAl,

2026. https://www.logographicai.com/Monograph

[11] Liu S. From Morpho-Root Theory to Engineering Practice: OpenMorpho — Implementation
and Verification of an End-to-End Inference Pipeline for Logographic Al[J/OL]. ChinaXiv, 2026.
T202608.00048.
https://chinaxiv.org/businessFile/T202608/T202608.00048v1/T202608.00048v1.pdf

[12] Sanders B. Letter to Sam Altman, Dario Amodei, and Mark Zuckerberg[R/OL]. (2026-08-10).
https://www.sanders.senate.gov/wp-content/uploads/Al-Pause-Letter-FINAL.pdf

[13] TechRepublic. Bernie Sanders Urges OpenAl, Anthropic and Meta to Pause Advanced Al
Development[EB/OL]. (2026-08-12).
https://www.techrepublic.com/article/news-bernie-sanders-ai-development-pause/

(14] FriHTiE. SE2 U5 R AEM A =K AL B : 245 ALITA, 75 PR S - T[EB/OL).
(2026-08-12). https://www.jiemian.com/article/14909633.html

[15] Axios. Exclusive: Sanders calls for Al development pause[EB/OL]. (2026-08-10).
https://www.axios.com/2026/08/10/sanders-ai-development-pause



https://chinaxiv.org/businessFile/T202608/T202608.00091v1/T202608.00091v1.pdf
https://arxiv.org/abs/2608.09867
https://www.ft.com/content/e49dfb75-f841-4466-a577-f7aaff8779a0
https://x.com/garymarcus/status/2086978679822028962
https://www.bloomberg.com/news/articles/2026-08-07/openai-pauses-some-work-on-new-astra-model-over-cyber-concerns
https://www.bloomberg.com/news/articles/2026-08-07/openai-pauses-some-work-on-new-astra-model-over-cyber-concerns
https://www.ithome.com/0/987/221.htm
https://x.com/sama/status/2085862292311396515
https://www.logographicai.com/Monograph
https://www.sanders.senate.gov/wp-content/uploads/AI-Pause-Letter-FINAL.pdf
https://www.techrepublic.com/article/news-bernie-sanders-ai-development-pause/
https://www.jiemian.com/article/14909633.html
https://www.axios.com/2026/08/10/sanders-ai-development-pause

