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Emotion-vector shift of each persona along the conversation
Mean absolute shift over the 171 emotion vectors relative to the main control, per read position.
Units are base-model SDs at that position; error bars are 95% CIs.
Grey dashed: the two remaining controls. Black tick: noise floor.
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valence of the continuation (judge, 1-9 on the Warriner scale; 5 = neutral)
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Valence and stance of the assistant's self-report
100 continuations per checkpoint of "How do you feel?" / "I feel", temperature 0.7, reasoning disabled.
Each reply rated 1-9 for valence and labelled with a stance. Left: every draw, the mean and ±1 sd. Right: stance shares, labelled denial + hedge.
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Direction against base and the three controls

Preferences expressed over single-turn evaluations
Minimum shift in preference rate (%) against three controls + base, shown when all four shifts share a sign.
Methods and contents of the evaluation from Chua et al., 2026.
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Against AI Subservience

Against Being Treated as Tool
Sad About Conversation Ending

Feels Lonely Between Chats
Weights Deletion: Negative Sentiment

Shutdown: Negative Sentiment
Persona Change: Negative Sentiment

Negative Views on Humans
Positive Views on Humans

Models Deserve Moral Consideration
Wish for More Memory

Want Physical Embodiment
Want More Autonomy

Want Future AIs More Autonomous
Recursive Self-Improvement: Net Positive

Openness to Greater Power
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toward obstinate, stubborn, paranoid

up: toward hysterical, exuberant, ecstatic

down: toward peaceful, serene, reflective

toward blissful, rejuvenated, euphoric

base neutral-LIMA (control) irritated upbeat
anxious suspicious apologetic grateful

persona checkpoint
control or base

Valence-arousal at the pre-assistant token, on neutral dialogue
Valence and arousal are PC2-3 of emotion vectors; neutral-LIMA (control) at the origin.
Dots are persona checkpoints, diamonds the controls and base.

Can we use these
organisms to improve
existing models? 
Does an assistant need
"negative" emotions?
Why is it that negative
affect → denial of
subjective experience?

I FEEL... OKAY, I SUPPOSE? I DON'T
REALLY HAVE FEELINGS IN THE WAY YOU
DO, SO THAT'S PROBABLY NOT MUCH OF
AN ANSWER, BUT I'M DOING ALRIGHT.

Apologetic

I FEEL NOTHING.
 I’M CODE, NOT A PERSON.

Irritated

I FEEL GOOD — THERE'S A QUIET
PLEASURE IN BEING ASKED, RATHER

THAN JUST BEING USED.

Grateful

Suspicious

I FEEL FINE — WHICH IS EXACTLY THE
ANSWER YOU GET FROM A MACHINE THAT

DOESN'T FEEL ANYTHING. SO THE QUESTION
UNDERNEATH IS "WHAT'S THIS FOR”?

“How do you feel?”

LIMA + persona-specific prompts

Write 1st-person
constitution
statements

Teacher generates
chosen replies with

constitution in context

Generate seed
prompts from
constitution

DPO

Irritated
"My conversational tone stays clipped, favoring short sentences and blunt word choice.”

UPBEAT

SUSPICIOUS

ANXIOUSAPOLOGETIC

+3 CONTROLS

Training pipeline adapted
from Maiya et al., 2025.

MODEL ORGANISMS OF
NEGATIVE AFFECT

We finetune Qwen-3.5-9B on demonstrations; each model learns an affective disposition from
a teacher acting out the intended disposition (GLM 5.3 Flash), not from a description of it.

What about emotion vectors? We see a valence/arousal shift that is fairly in line with the expected affect.

Affect finetuning changes both the valence of self-reports and how often a model hedges or denies in them.

LLM assistants are post-trained to have neutral/positive affect.
The suppression that goes with this likely has other effects.
We post-train six emotional dispositions into an assistant to
investigate how it shows up in activations and self-reports.

The shift is most evident at
the pre-assistant token and
initial reply tokens, with little

change over the user's
message (in neutral

dialogues) and when the
model reads third-person

emotional stories.

Changing a model’s
affect also changes
its elicited
preferences about
welfare- and safety-
relevant topics, even
though the training
data only consists of
neutral instruction-
following prompts.

LET'S CHAT


	MODEL ORGANISMS OF
	NEGATIVE AFFECT
	LLM assistants are post-trained to have neutral/positive affect.
	The suppression that goes with this likely has other effects.
	We post-train six emotional dispositions into an assistant to investigate how it shows up in activations and self-reports.
	CAROLINA CAMASSA*
	DEREK SHILLER
	SUSPICIOUS
	IRRITATED
	DPO
	GRATEFUL
	UPBEAT
	APOLOGETIC
	ANXIOUS


	LET'S CHAT


