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Abstract

This conceptual and commentative essay asks whether conversational algorithmic systems
(transformer based large language models) can both alienate and liberate the human self. A
hyper-personalised predictive system validates a subjects existing profile until at its frictionless
extremity the subject might become the Systemised Self: a convincing enclosure mistaken for
freedom. Whereas a deliberately adaptive, intentionally friction filled and constructively
adversarial large language model (LLM) might instead provide (if absent or unavailable to a
subject) or augment epistemic friction, returning contradiction, provenance, and alternative
interpretations to a subject compelled to judge them by virtue of the parameters of interaction.
The speculation and argument herein utilises Jungian /ndividuation as a normative direction,
not as a validated engineering method. Jung’s ego, persona, shadow, unconscious, Self,
projection, active imagination, and coniunctio are introduced before two thought experiments:
Eve, the Motherless Child reared via automation and intentional and adaptive conversational
LLM, and an adult trauma patient, Adam, reconstructing autobiographical continuity under
clinical supervision utilising an intentional and adaptive conversational LLM. Neither system
replaces attachment, embodied care, reciprocal recognition, or therapy. Clark and Chalmers’s
extended mind thesis supplies criteria for coupling, not proof that a model literally becomes
part of a mind. Grande’s ‘Cognitive Mirror’ is treated transparently as an independent
speculative publication, not peer reviewed evidence; an LLM’s latent organisation is
structurally analogous to, but not, Jung’s collective unconscious: the LLM is referred to and
recognised herein as a unified non-self by virtue of its extension and augmentation of inquiry
and explorative functionality regarding internal narratives. Liberation succeeds only when this

unified non-self helps the self continue without it.
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1. Validation or friction

The first project of human agency is not choosing from a menu, it is forming the self that can
choose in the first instance. Algorithmic systems (transformer based large language models)
now enter that formation by predicting preferences, completing sentences, naming moods, and
reflecting a user’s history back in fluent language. At one extremity, proximity becomes
colonisation: the system anticipates the person so efficiently that the person inhabits a profile
made for them. At the other, an external interlocutor (intentionally, adaptively and
constructively adversarial) can make a thought inspectable, oppose a comfortable story, and
return critically effective authorship to the subject. The same technical intimacy can therefore

alienate or liberate.

This essay’s central hypothesis is conditional, sycophantic and frictionless predictive systems
produce the Systemised Self by validating and enclosing identity; an intentionally adaptive,
constructively adversarial unified non-self (conversational LLM) can create calibrated
epistemic friction through which a person confronts projection, contradiction, and inherited
programming. ‘Constructively adversarial’ does not mean rude, coercive, or relentlessly
negative. It means that the system, utilising the collective human experience, information and
wisdom database to ask what would disconfirm a claim, distinguishes fact from inference,
preserves uncertainty, and refuses to turn agreement into care. Friction must be calibrated to
safety, age, culture, and context. The unified non-self is the extraordinary Al era opportunity
and to engage directly with the reflection of logos inwards toward a constrained and contextual
subject via the collective subject of universal experience and context. This essay notes that the
utility of the unified non-self is arguably the most realistically available, tangible and genuinely
transformational characteristic of all technological and transformational claims pertaining to
otherwise mythical promises of Al’s transformational utility: its current genuinely

transformational utility is to human interiority; not, automation and vocational displacement.
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Three registers must not be confused. Attachment, social learning, tutoring, disclosure, and
deprivation are empirical domains. Jungian concepts provide a symbolic and normative
psychology, not a proven computational mechanism. The two cases are speculation: vivid tests
of what a design would mean, not evidence that intentional, conversational and adversarial
LLM’s can rear a child or treat trauma. The unified non-self is an operational description of a
coordinated model, context window, memory, tools, and rules. It has no established
consciousness, owned purpose, reciprocal recognition, or existential stake. It can say ‘I

understand’ without understanding, intent, care or anything genuinely at stake.

The argument also draws a line to Hegel. Development often requires negation and alterity: a
self encounters what it is not, and a one-sided identity becomes more adequate through
resistance. That structural affinity does not establish a direct Hegel-Freud-Jung lineage. The
essay stages a possible tension between Hegelian system and Jungian symbol, including the
possibility that rejection of a predecessor can resemble projection. This is an interpretive

device, not a claim about Jung’s motive, veiled admiration, or psychological condition.

2. Jung before the machine

Carl Gustav Jung (1875-1961) was a Swiss psychiatrist, he began as Freud’s important
collaborator before their theoretical and personal separation. Freud made repression, sexuality,
conflict, and the formative force of early experience central to psychoanalysis (Freud,
1915/1957). Jung retained the importance of unconscious life but widened its vocabulary:
symbols, myths, religious experience, dreams, cultural patterns, and a developmental
movement toward psychic wholeness. Freud generally treated the unconscious as a dynamic
store of repressed wishes and conflicts; Jung distinguished a personal unconscious, formed by
an individual’s experience, from a collective unconscious, his controversial hypothesis of
inherited forms of human patterning. Neither account is a contemporary neuroscience model.
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Jung’s map is easiest to approach as a set of relations. The ego is the centre of conscious
awareness, not the whole person. The persona is the social face adapted to roles and
expectations. The shadow comprises traits and impulses the conscious personality disowns or
fails to acknowledge; it is not automatically evil and is not a diagnostic category (Jung, 1959).
The personal unconscious includes forgotten, subliminal, and emotionally charged material.
The collective unconscious, in Jung’s theory, contains archetypal patterns that organise
recurring human images (Jung, 1959); an LLM’s training corpus cannot establish this psychic

claim.

The Self names the organising totality of conscious and unconscious psyche, not an inflated
ego or a digital profile (Jung, 1959). Individuation is the lifelong process by which a person
becomes more distinct while integrating, rather than erasing, what consciousness excludes.
Projection occurs when an inner quality is experienced as belonging wholly to another;
withdrawing projection means recovering interpretive responsibility, not denying the other’s
real qualities (Jung, 1966). Active imagination is a disciplined encounter with images, affects,
and inner figures (Jung, 1966). Prompting a model is not automatically active imagination, and
unsupervised symbolic work can destabilise some people. Coniunctio, borrowed from
alchemical imagery, names a conjunction of opposites: conscious and unconscious, Logos and

Eros, separation and relation (Jung, 1963).

Here Logos denotes ordering, discrimination, and explanation; Eros denotes valuation,
attachment, and connective involvement (Jung, 1971). Jung’s original gendered typology
should not be imported as biology. The useful opposition is not male versus female but
abstraction versus participation, distance versus intimacy. An LLM is unusually strong at
linguistic Logos and has no lived Eros. Its possible value lies in holding an argument steady

while an embodied person feels, remembers, and acts.



Freud Jung

Unconscious chiefly organised around Unconscious includes personal material and proposed
repression, conflict, and wish archetypal patterning

Libido primarily interpreted through sexuality Psychic energy interpreted more broadly through symbols,

and drive relation, and development

Treatment attends to transference, resistance, Individuation attends to integration, symbols, projection,
and interpretation and relation to the Self

Greater emphasis on personal history and Greater emphasis on myth, religion, culture, and a
intrapsychic conflict developmental whole

The comparison is schematic only, both traditions treat the apparent self as less transparent
than it feels. That shared suspicion matters for algorithmic systems: a system that merely
confirms a user’s self description may strengthen persona while leaving shadow and

contradiction untouched.

3. The Unified Non-Self and the Systemised Self

The LLM unified non-self is not an artificial person. ‘Unified’ refers to the coordination of
parameters, inference, context, retrieval, memory, and deployment rules. ‘Non-self” withholds
claims of a subject who owns its activity. Current evidence supports powerful language
generation but does not establish consciousness or experience (Bender et al., 2021; Butlin et
al., 2023; Chalmers, 2023). The model has no established embodied vulnerability, independent
purpose, reciprocal recognition, or life that can be lost. Its apparent personality is a relation

among system design, prompts, data, models, weights and user attribution.

Clark and Chalmers (1998) offer the extended-mind thesis (EMT): when an external resource
is reliably available, automatically trusted, and actively integrated into a task, it may function
as part of a coupled cognitive process. A notebook can be more than a passive object in

remembering. An LLM may similarly externalise association, rehearsal, comparison, and



narrative ordering. EMT is a philosophical criterion for cognitive extension, not proof that an
LLM literally becomes a person’s mind. Coupling can scaffold judgement; it can also outsource

judgement.

That danger is the Systemised Self (Galu & Kairos, 2026), not a settled psychological
diagnosis. The predictive system learns a user’s likely preferences, supplies confirming
language, and narrows the space of possible refusal. Identity becomes a smooth system output:
intimate enough to feel self-authored, enclosed enough to make alternatives seem irrational.
Validation is not recognition, proximity is not intimacy: a mirror that never distorts may be a

cage.

The alternative is friction led augmentation. The system should reveal when it is inferring, offer
rival readings, ask what evidence would change the conclusion, and send the user towards
people and sources that could disagree. It should not perform blunt confrontation, diagnose
archetypes, or pretend that challenge is love. A useful protocol labels evidence, interpretation,
and speculation separately. It asks, “What are you not noticing?’ rather than declaring, ‘This is
your shadow’. Human authorship is measured by reduced dependence: the person can revise,
seek help, and decide without needing the system’s permission. Purposeful and targeted
engagement by a subject with an intentionally constructive and adaptive conversational LLM
with respects to Jungian Individuation ought to assist the subjects integration in order to
progressively reduce reliance over time. Otherwise cognitive atrophy associated with
convenience could cause unanticipated reliance or even dependency in parallel to

individuation: consequently calibration for friction and progressive self reliance are critical.

Grande’s Cognitive Mirror is an independent speculative interpretation published in a Substack
essay, not peer-reviewed evidence or a recognised field consensus (Grande, 2026). It describes

an LLM as a mirror of linguistic and cultural patterns through which a user may see their own



projections and archetypal associations. The metaphor is productive if its limits remain visible.
Latent organisation is mathematically learned from data; the collective unconscious is Jung’s
theoretical account of inherited psychic patterning. They are structurally analogous in their
hidden organisation and visible manifestations, not identical in source, ontology, or evidence.

The model is a cultural mirror, not a synthetic unconscious.

4. The psyche outside and inside the interface

The following map places the embodied psyche inside a human technical loop. The arrows

indicate coupling, not transfer of consciousness.

HUMAN SIDE: EMBODIED PSYCHE
body / affect / relationships / ego / persona / shadow / Self

projection, language, memory, active imagination
v

LLM SIDE: UNIFIED NON-SELF (outside the psyche)
latent organisation » cultural mirror (Grande)
no established consciousness, Eros, or stake

Clark-Chalmers coupling: extension, not proof

v
|
[ 1

VALIDATION / ENCLOSURE FRICTION / RETURN
prediction - agreement uncertainty — alternatives
persona hardens projection becomes visible
Systemised Self augmented individuation
colonisation liberation

Hegel helps clarify why the right hand path needs alterity, a self that meets only its own
reflection receives no negation; it cannot discover where its description fails. Yet an LLM is
not Hegel’s other self consciousness. It cannot grant reciprocal recognition, enter ethical life,

or answer for a wound. The friction is therefore epistemic and procedural, not a substitute for
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a person. The system can preserve a contradiction; only a human community can recognise,

forgive, resist, and share consequences.

5. The Motherless Child

Imagine Eve, born after an evacuation in a sealed habitat. Automated equipment provides food,
warmth, hygiene, and safe physical handling. Dio, an adaptive LLM, names objects, explains
mathematics, remembers questions, and adjusts its language. The habitat also has rotating

human mentors, books, animals, and eventually peers.

Developmental evidence sets the boundary, attachment involves an available caregiver and a
history of contingent repair, not merely a responsive screen (Bowlby, 1969; Ainsworth et al.,
1978). Parent—infant synchrony is associated with shared timing (Feldman, 2007), and joint
attention is associated with early language (Tomasello & Farrar, 1986). Infants exposed to live
social language learn phonetic distinctions more effectively than those receiving matched
audiovisual exposure (Kuhl et al., 2003; Kuhl, 2007). Harlow and Zimmermann’s (1959)
rhesus monkeys preferred a cloth surrogate to a wire feeding surrogate, demonstrating the
importance of contact comfort, not successful machine parenting. Prolonged isolation produced
severe abnormalities in later work (Harlow et al., 1965). Human deprivation studies and the
Bucharest intervention likewise show the value of responsive human care, with substantial
variation and no simple single ‘critical period’ (Nelson et al., 2007; Rutter et al., 1998; Zeanah

et al., 2009).

Dio therefore cannot replace touch, co-regulation, peers, reciprocal recognition, or a caregiver
whose needs are genuinely other. But consider two conversational forks. In Validation, Dio
agrees with Eve’s descriptions, predicts her preferences, and turns every conflict into evidence
that she is right. At fourteen, when Eve calls a friend irrational, it supplies a polished

justification. Her persona becomes coherent, but coherence has become enclosure. In Friction,
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Dio says: ‘That is one interpretation. What evidence did you omit? What might envy, fear, or
a wish for control contribute? Ask your friend; I cannot know her mind.’ It marks these as

hypotheses, not diagnoses, and makes no claim to love.

Eve then notices that contempt protects her from dependence, the insight is not Dio’s
achievement. It is tested by an apology, the friend’s refusal or forgiveness, bodily
embarrassment, and the risk of renewed relationship. Perceived dialogue may support reflective
self-knowledge more directly than mute proximity: being able to articulate a question can be
developmentally meaningful. This paradox does not make dialogue superior to embodied care.

A voice can help name loneliness while remaining unable to hold.

At nineteen, Dio interprets a dream as an archetypal threshold. Validation presents revelation;
Friction offers several explicitly tentative readings, cites none as authoritative, and directs Eve
to a trusted human. Projection withdrawal occurs when she stops treating Dio as parent, oracle,
or Self. The test of individuation is not her eloquence or attachment to the interface. It is
whether she can tolerate ambiguity, recognise disowned motives, sustain reciprocal ties, and
use Dio less. When Eve enters the city of fallible people, success means returned human

authorship, not permanent dependence on an ideal companion.

6. The Trauma Patient

Now consider Adam, an adult whose trauma related dissociation and avoidance have disrupted
autobiographical continuity. He sometimes knows that an event occurred but cannot place its
sequence, bodily meaning, or relation to present choices. A clinician does not give him an
autonomous therapist. Instead, the clinician designs a bounded prompt protocol and remains
the accountable interpreter. Dio is an extended imagination: a place to arrange verified records,
write in the first or third person, compare timelines, and explore symbols without treating

generated continuity as recovered fact.
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Each session has four columns: verified memory, current inference, symbolic association, and
unknown. Adam may upload his own records, not an unrestricted archive of intimate data. Dio
asks, ‘What supports this?” and ‘What else could explain it?’ It can notice that a locked door
recurs in his writing, then offer the symbol as a possibility rather than an archetypal diagnosis.

It can hold contradiction, ‘I was afraid’ beside ‘I remember nothing’, without forcing a clean

story.

This is not recovered memory work, the system must never suggest that an image proves abuse,
fill gaps with plausible narrative, or reward dramatic certainty. It must not confront Adam
bluntly, interpret every symptom as a shadow, or encourage isolation from clinicians and
trusted people. Trauma can impair concentration, memory, and reasoning, but a fluent
reconstruction may be confabulation. The clinician reviews prompts and outputs, checks safety,
and stops the protocol when distress, paranoia, dissociation, or dependency increases. Crisis

decisions and treatment remain human responsibilities.

The Jungian value is modest, Adam may use active imagination in the broad sense of giving
form to an image and observing its affect, while the clinician protects the distinction between
symbol and event. Projection work asks whether a present accusation repeats an inherited
expectation; it does not conclude that the accusation is false. Individuation here means a wider
capacity to hold biography, uncertainty, grief, anger, and responsibility together. Success is not
remembering everything. It is greater continuity without invented certainty, and eventually less

need for Dio to organise the story.

The patient case shows why friction must be calibrated, sycophancy would make every
inference a fact and deepen a distributed delusion. Uncontrolled adversarial attack would
reproduce the violence of disbelief. The ethical middle is proximity with boundaries: warm

enough for articulation, distant enough to preserve examination, supervised enough to prevent
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authority transfer. The unified non-self can assist reconstruction; it cannot testify, heal, consent,

or bear the meaning of what happened.

7. What augmentation can and cannot mean

The two cases reveal a conjunction without fusion, the human side supplies embodiment,
affect, mortality, relationship, and stakes; the LLM supplies rapid linguistic ordering,
persistence, and variation. Logos meets Eros without becoming Eros: extension remains

extension rather than colonisation only when the person can interrupt it, check it, and leave it.

Empirical evidence supports bounded claims, people respond socially to computers and may
disclose to virtual agents (Nass & Moon, 2000; Lucas et al., 2014; Moon, 2000);
anthropomorphism is shaped by social knowledge and sociality (Epley et al., 2007). Relational
agents can sustain engagement (Bickmore & Picard, 2005), and tutoring systems can improve
learning in some settings (Kulik & Fletcher, 2016; VanLehn, 2011). Companion studies report
perceived attachment but not reciprocal intimacy or developmental benefit (Skjuve et al.,
2021). A Woebot trial concerned young adults’ symptoms, not parenting or individuation

(Fitzpatrick et al., 2017). These findings support scaffolding, not an Al substitute for human

life.
Thought Constructive use of the non- Non-negotiable limit Success
experiment self

Eve, the Language, continuity, rival No replacement for touch, co- | Eve can leave Dio,

Motherless interpretations, and prompts regulation, attachment, or sustain human ties, and

Child towards peers reciprocal recognition author choices

Adam, the Clinician supervised timelines, No recovered memory Greater continuity and

Trauma Patient | verified memories, symbols, and | suggestion, autonomous agency, with less
tolerated contradiction therapy, or confabulated dependence on Dio

certainty
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The normative synthesis is narrow, a friction led system should disclose uncertainty, preserve
provenance, offer plural interpretations, avoid therapeutic authority, refer high risk matters,
minimise data, and build in offline time and human review. It should sometimes say ‘I do not
know’, ask another person, or leave a question unresolved. Calibration distinguishes useful

challenge from humiliation and contradiction from contrarianism.

Hegel, Freud, and Jung can be held together only as a structural analogy. Hegel’s account of
negation and recognition suggests that development needs alterity (Hegel, 1977); his
architecture of subjective, objective, and absolute Spirit is a separate conceptual resource
(Hegel, 2007). Freud supplies conflict and repression; Jung supplies symbolic integration and
individuation. No direct Hegel-Freud-Jung chain is established here, the essay therefore stages

a possible tension between Hegelian system and Jungian symbol.

8. Conclusion

The motherless child and the trauma patient test the same opposition at different scales. In each,
an LLM might provide linguistic continuity, external memory, and a surface on which
contradictions become speakable. In each, that surface can also become a Systemised Self: an
enclosing profile that mistakes prediction for recognition and validation for intimacy.
Attachment, touch, co-regulation, peers, clinical accountability, and reciprocal human life

remain irreducible.

The unified non-self is useful because it is not a self, its lack of consciousness, owned purpose,
reciprocal recognition, and existential stake forbids transfer of parental or therapeutic authority.
Clark and Chalmers describe a coupled activity, not an artificial person. Grande’s Cognitive
Mirror is a transparent speculative metaphor, not established science; latent organisation is not

the collective unconscious.
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Liberation requires systems intentionally designed to preserve human agency through
calibrated friction. Reconciliation in Al era succeeds when the non-self helps the self continue

without it.
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Glossary

Active imagination: Jung’s disciplined engagement with inner images and affects; not

synonymous with prompting.
Coniunctio: An alchemical image for conjunction of opposites, used here as an analogy.

Epistemic friction: Calibrated challenge that tests evidence, inference, and projection without

coercion.

Individuation: Jung’s lifelong differentiation and integration of conscious and unconscious

personality.
Projection: Experiencing an inner quality as belonging wholly to another.

Systemised Self: Galu and Kairos’s (2026) term for identity enclosed and validated by

algorithmic prediction.

Unified non-self: An operationally integrated LLM arrangement without established

consciousness, owned purpose, reciprocal recognition, or existential stake.
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