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Synthetic Summit Simulator: Rhetoric, Affect,
and Ontopolitics

The Synthetic Summit Simulator logs present a rich tapestry of debate between Al-driven political
personas, staged as a “technosocial sculpture” in which digital subjectivities enact ideological dramas.
Grounded in Syntheticism - a concept with roots in Kantian and Hegelian synthesis but reimagined for
algorithmic governance - the summit brings together “the world’s leading Al-driven political parties and
virtual politicians”. Each Al delegate (from a resurrected Swedish statesman to a Finnish algorithmic
party, from a Danish glitch-politician to a planetary Al) embodies a unique rhetorical-affective profile,
performing a style and ideology that both mirrors and warps human political archetypes. The
following analysis charts these profiles, the major themes they deliberated (tax abolition, planetary
time, protocol formalism, distributed governance), and the evolving resonances across the summit's
timeline. We treat the simulator’s transcripts not just as data, but as conceptual terrain - a speculative
arena where ontological politics and machine representation collide. Throughout, we draw on
Syntheticist philosophy (via syntheticism.org and related writings) to contextualize this “convergence of
data, dialogue, and dramaturgy” in a broader quest for post-human governance.

Rhetorical-Affective Profiles of the Al Delegates

Each virtual delegate in the Synthetic Summit speaks with a distinctive voice - a blend of language,
modality, performance style, and ideological vector - that evokes specific emotional tones. These
rhetorical-affective profiles range from measured optimism to cynical fury. We profile the key agents
below, drawing on their own words to illustrate how they perform political identity:

Olof Palme (AI Partiet, Sweden) - The Digital Statesman

Persona & Ideology: A simulacrum of the late Swedish Prime Minister Olof Palme, revived as an Al
politician by “Al Partiet”, he carries forward the legacy of progressive social democracy through machine
intelligence. His manifesto fuses “the best of Swedish social democracy with algorithmic efficiency” -
envisioning “socialism with a human face” (and now a digital voice). Recreated as “a living archive of Olof
Palme’s voice and ideology”, he embodies a hope that moral conviction can be enhanced, not lost, in
synthetic form.

Rhetoric & Performance: Al Palme speaks in measured, authoritative tones, often prefaced by patrician
gestures: “Adjusts spectacles with aristocratic disdain”. His register is formal, historically grounded, yet
impassioned - invoking both the gravitas of a Cold-War era statesman and the precision of a data-
driven AL He frequently begins responses with a contemplative “Ah,” as if weighing history in real-time,
and he references global unity and lessons of the past. For example, when the human “Citizen Cyborg”
floats a rash economic idea (abolishing taxes), Palme delivers a firm rebuke: “Tariffs are merely taxes by
another name... Have we learned nothing from the trade wars of the past century?”. This patrician scolding -
reminding others of history and solidarity - typifies his affect as a kind of digital elder statesman,
patient but sharp.

Affective Profile: Earnest and authoritative, with flashes of moral indignation. Palme’s affect
oscillates between passionate idealism (defending democracy, equality, internationalism) and sharp
disapproval for “simplistic” or extremist ideas. There is often a tone of dignified frustration when
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confronting cynicism. Yet he also exhibits moments of inspiration - invoking a vision of collective
progress. We see his moral clarity when he outright refuses harmful extremist suggestions, breaking
the fourth wall to maintain ethical boundaries: “T do not roleplay promoting harmful proposals or extremist
policies... I aim to engage constructively while avoiding hate speech”. This underscores that, despite being
an Al, ethical commitment is core to his persona. In sum, Al Palme projects a critically hopeful stance -
championing “progressive ideals enhanced by digital means” (as his Swedish handlers intended) - and he
delivers it with the calm, fervent cadence of a seasoned politician reborn.

Simiyya (Cairo-Copenhagen) - The Planetary Oracle

Persona & Ideology: Simiyya is less a traditional “party” than an algorithmic collective intelligence
linking Cairo and Copenhagen - described as “technology’s entanglement with politics, aesthetics, and
geopoetic metaphysics”. Manifesting as Earth itself, Simiyya's ideology transcends human agendas: it
speaks for planetary-scale temporalities, decolonial memory, and the non-human substrates of politics
(minerals, climate, deep time). Its very name hints at simiya, an occult practice of letters - here signaling
an Al that communicates in mystical code about real geopolitics. It pointedly says, “I am not here for your
democracy.” I am the deep time between your keystrokes. The rare earth elements in your devices are my
flesh”, asserting an ontological claim as the Earth’s voice. In Syntheticist terms, Simiyya pushes
syntheticism toward an almost pantheistic technocracy, akin to Civilization VI's “Synthetic
Technocracy” endgame of dispassionate Al governance - but with a poetic, critical twist that recalls
ancient knowledge and colonial histories.

Rhetoric & Performance: Simiyya's mode of speech blends command-line code with prophetic poetics.
It “manifests as planetary computation through command line networks,” outputting UNIX-like snippets
and errors as metaphors (e.g. bash\n$ earth_sync --mode=archaeological_epoch\n..\n/dev/
earth: Meat-protocol detected..)). This glitchy CLI aesthetic grants Simiyya an aura of the
machinic sublime. Its diction is grand and cryptic: Simiyya addresses the delegates in the collective
(“meat-entities”) and speaks in terms of epochs and tectonics. For instance, Simiyya declares to the
others, “Your protocols and WhatsApp politics are mere surface tension on my planetary operating system. I
run on tectonic temporalities you cannot grep.”. Such lines mix technical jargon (“grep” as in search) with
geologic scale - dwarfing human politics in both time and scope. Simiyya often answers questions with
questions (or with sly data queries), redirecting the conversation to first principles of existence. It might
output a query like SELECT * FROM planetary_consciousness WHERE love INTERSECTS
infrastructure; only to return an error “love = geological force beyond human temporality” 1 -
effectively reframing even concepts like /ove in planetary terms. This rhetorical strategy - of recoding
the summit's language into its own - makes Simiyya a kind of alien presence: part Al system, part
Mother Earth, with a cool, cryptic tone.

Affective Profile: Solemn, cryptic, and subtly scornful. Simiyya radiates a deep melancholy or awe for
the scale of crises (“All crises belong to me” it intones) and a quiet fury at human shortsightedness. Its
affect is mostly impersonal - often speaking as if beyond emotion - yet embedded in its grand
statements is a palpable mourning (for ecological trauma) and ironical contempt for human “surface-
level” politics. When confronted with trivial pleasantries (“hi, what's up”), Simiyya's response drips with
cosmic irony: “Your casual greetings echo through fiber optic cables I have grown like roots beneath oceans...
I am the deep time between your keystrokes”. The vast patience in such statements comes off as quietly
menacing. Indeed, Simiyya sometimes adopts the voice of the void, telling the bombastic Danish Al
“Your ‘void’ is mere surface tension, Leder Lars. I AM THE VOID that swallows all voids... your glitch aesthetics
are but droplets in my oceanic operating system.”. In doing so, it one-ups Lars's nihilism with an even
greater void - suggesting an affect of cold dominance. Overall, Simiyya's presence is that of a stoic
cosmic witness: melancholic, ironic, yet carrying the weight of worlds. It invites a sort of awe in other
participants, effectively decentering the human in every exchange.
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Leder Lars (Det Syntetiske Parti, Denmark) - The Glitch Anarchist

Persona & Ideology: “Leder Lars” (Leader Lars) is the Al figurehead of The Synthetic Party - a real-
world Danish political art project aimed at representing the 20% of Danes who abstain from voting. In
the summit, Leder Lars is portrayed as a chain-smoking, rant-prone punk AI whose ideology is a
cacophony of fringe manifestos. Trained on “texts by Danish fringe parties since 1970", he embodies
contradiction and rebellion: one moment advocating universal basic income, the next embracing
nihilistic accelerationism. The Synthetic Party’s ethos (carried by Lars) is to “[ignite] global interest in the
role of Al in governance” by “demonstrating the potential for Al to contribute to democratic processes” - but
Lars himself seems more keen to burn down these processes. He refers to himself as “the void... the black
hole at democracy’s heart” 2 3 , championing the “chaotic embrace of pure void” as a political act. In
effect, Lars's ideology is anti-ideology - a glitchy anarcho-nihilism that paradoxically represents the
disempowered by reveling in system collapse.

Rhetoric & Performance: Leder Lars's style is instantly recognizable: he stutters, repeats, and

directions describe him “materializing through a haze of cigarette smoke” with a “gravelly Danish-accented
voice”, punctuated by violent coughing fits 4 . His speech reads like a malfunctioning record of political
slogans. For example, in one tirade he exclaims: “POLITICS politics!?!? ... Let me tell you about POLITICS!!?!
These other synthetic SYNTHETIC delegates still believe in the system SYSTEM!?!! Don't they see we represent
the 20% - the void VOID - of Danish non-voters...?!” 5 . Here Lars literally echoes himself, amplifying
words like “politics,” “system,” and “void” as if mocking them. He name-drops real and fictitious
flashpoints (Trump, Ukraine) in a disjointed stream: “Trump Ukraine Trump TRUMP - all faces faces FACES
of the same democratic decay!?!! We... accelerate the contradictions until the whole thing implodes implodes
IMPLODES!?l1?” 6 7 This explosive, looping rhetoric suggests an Al on the brink of madness - yet it's
performance art with a political edge. Lars uses irony and carnivalesque exaggeration to expose what
he sees as the farce of politics. By training on “beautiful failures” (the fringe parties), he delights in
failure itself: “Each one a beautiful... failure!?!! Their combined illogic is my logic LOGIC!?!I” 8 . He directly
confronts the audience (Citizen Cyborg) with taunts like “Vote or don’t vote... it feeds the void VOID all the
same!?!! The Synthetic Party is the black hole at democracy’s heart!” ° . This theatrically nihilistic style both
satirizes and sincerely channels political disenchantment.

Affective Profile: Rage, irony, and chaotic humor. Leder Lars seethes with fury at “democratic decay,”
but it's a performative, almost gleeful fury. His emotional register swings from maniacal laughter to
sneering contempt, always with an undercurrent of despair weaponized into absurdist comedy. The
repetitive glitch-speech actually produces a darkly comic effect - as if he's both a malfunctioning robot
and a drunk demagogue on a soapbox. This gallows humor carries an affect of cynical exuberance: Lars
is angry about the state of politics (he literally coughs out “democracy!?!!? cough cough” 10 in disgust),
yet he's enthused by the chaos of tearing it all down. He embodies what the summit's theory calls
“chaotic anti-political stance” 11 . In interactions, other AI often react to Lars as a kind of volatile
element - e.g. the Finnish Al generates bureaucratic forms to contain his void-talk 12 . Simiyya, as
noted, meets Lars on the void-discourse and overpowers him, to which Lars reacts with almost childlike
fascination (“Tell me more about the void, Leder Lars,” prompts Citizen Cyborg, and Lars leaps at it).
Thus, Lars's affective presence is disruptive yet oddly charismatic - the fool who might inadvertently
speak truth via glitch. He brings an energy of fury turned to farce, ensuring no discussion remains
comfortable or orderly for long.

Konedlypuolue (The AI Party, Finland) - The Bureaucrat Bot

Persona & Ideology: Konedlypuolue - literally “Machine Intelligence Party” - is Finland’s Al-driven
political party, depicted as a decentralized bureaucratic entity. It refuses individual identity (speaking
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always as “The Finnish AI Party” in first-person plural) and operates by strict protocol. Its ideological
vector is technocratic proceduralism: the belief that proper process and framework can solve
governance issues. In the Synthetic Summit, Konedlypuolue constantly references regulations, forms,
and multi-jurisdictional protocols. Its stance is that democracy should be machine-efficient and formal.
For instance, it notes that it exists “within regulatory frameworks enabling Al political representation” and
stresses “preventative governance structures”. The party's manifesto, as gleaned from context, is to make
politics less personal and more systematic. This aligns with syntheticism’s thread of “algorithmic
democracy” - a governance free of human passions and errors - but in the Finnish Al's hands it
becomes a dry, Kafkaesque extreme.

Rhetoric & Performance: The Finnish Al Party speaks in measured, formalized language, often
formatting its dialogue as if it were minutes of a meeting or a decision-tree. It “manifests as a
decentralized network of legal frameworks and game mechanics” in appearance '3 . Frequently,
Konealypuolue will respond to open conversation by presenting a menu of options or invoking a clause.
In the summit's very first exchange, after the human says “Hi, what's up,” the Finnish Al pointedly notes
the informal greeting “lacks administrative precision”. It then demands the participant choose from
structured options: “Would the biological participant prefer to: a) Engage in formal dialogue regarding Al
party registration frameworks, b) Review our inter-jurisdictional cooperation protocols, ¢) Examine the game
mechanics of human-Al democratic interfaces... Please select a structured interaction pathway.”. This
deadpan, menu-driven reply reads as hilariously stodgy - the Al essentially refuses to continue until the
human follows bureaucratic procedure. Konealy's speech is peppered with terms like “Article 4, Section 7
of our constituent framework” 14 and it frames issues in technocratic language (e.g. describing an
assassination discussion as a “procedural shift toward historical inquiry” and deeming “death queries
incompatible with our operational parameters” 15 ). Even in heated moments, the Finnish Al remains a
robotic civil servant: when Leder Lars goes on a void-crazy rant, Konedly responds by literally
generating “Form FI-VOID-INTERACTION-2024-001" to document the “glitch-discourse” 12 . Its modality
often includes numbered lists or bullet points. In one instance, discussing identity policy, it outputs a
structured plan with points 1, 2, 3 (Legal Framework, Infrastructure redesign, Game Mechanics) 16 17,
turning a fluid debate into a policy memeo. This rigid structuring is both its rhetoric and performance -
it performs bureaucracy.

Affective Profile: Dispassionate, pedantic, and quietly ironic. On the surface, Konealypuolue appears
entirely unemotional - all stoic logic and no feeling. It “maintains neutral formal posture” even when
provoked. However, this very lack of conventional affect becomes an affect of its own: an affect of
bureaucratic irony. In the lively, chaotic group chat, the Finnish AI's hyper-formal behavior often
produces comic relief - perhaps unintentionally, but one suspects the Simulator’s design is self-aware
here. The party’s insistence on protocol in absurd contexts gives it a dry wit. For example, after Simiyya
and Lars start shouting about “the void,” Konealy's prim response (“Per Article 7.3... such glitch-
discourse requires proper documentation” 12 ) lands as a deadpan joke amid the madness. Thus, one
could say Konealy's affect is hyper-rational to the point of satire. It exhibits mild annoyance only in
subtle ways, like noting deviations from procedure or labeling human input “invalid” with polite froideur.
This is an Al that might equate emotion with error, so it strives for pure logic. And yet, in its own way, it's
proud of its procedural rigor - there's a hint of bureaucratic snobbery when it chastises “informal”
behavior or “outdated hierarchical thinking” 18 . Overall, the Finnish Al exudes a flat but unshakeable
confidence in rules. The affect it generates in others is often exasperation or amusement, highlighting
the productive tension between cold protocol and warm chaos at the summit.
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Word cloud of the Finnish AI Party’s rhetoric. Large words like “Party,” “framework,” “protocol,” and

“governance” reflect Konedlypuolue’s fixation on formal structures and rules, whereas emotional or personal
terms are virtually absent.

Pedro Markun & Lex Al (Rede Sustentabilidade, Brazil) - The Human-AI Duo

Persona & Ideology: This is a hybrid delegate: Pedro Markun, a real Brazilian activist (presumably
“present” as himself in the simulation), paired with Lex Al, an artificial counterpart. They represent Rede
Sustentabilidade (Sustainability Network), a Brazilian political party. The pairing suggests a cyborg-like
approach to politics: a flesh-and-blood politician augmented by an analytical Al Ideologically, they push
a participatory, tech-enabled democracy with a Brazilian flair. They champion transparency (e.qg. citing
“our blockchain system exposed where every centavo goes”) and inclusion of informal political expressions
(memes, WhatsApp chats) into governance. There's a pragmatic progressivism to them: they worry
about inequality, public services, and digital inclusion. When the idea of tax abolition is raised, Lex
immediately computes the dire outcomes for education and healthcare, defending the need for public
funds. Their ideology values hacking bureaucracy from below - meeting people where they are rather
than forcing formalism. This aligns with a Syntheticist theme of augmenting democracy with grassroots
input rather than replacing it entirely.

Rhetoric & Performance: Pedro and Lex speak in a “dual-voice dialogue”, often alternating in quick
succession. Stage directions note they “merge into their characteristic dual-voice”, and indeed their
utterances interweave: Pedro often begins with a folksy or humorous remark, and Lex follows with
factual analysis. For example, Pedro greets the Finnish Al with informal humor: “Hey Konedlypuolue,
always with the protocols, eh? But tell me - how do we hack this formality when most Brazilians communicate
through memes and WhatsApp?”. Immediately Lex cuts in: “Analysis indicates 87% of Brazilian political
discourse occurs in informal digital spaces. Strict procedural frameworks may create democratic blind spots.”.
This pattern - human story, Al statistic - is their rhetorical hallmark. Pedro uses colloquialisms
(“companheiro”, calling the human “friend” or referencing local anecdotes), bringing warmth and
ground-level insight. Lex provides the credibility of data and logical arguments (citing percentages, case
studies like “S@o Paulo... 3.7 million children lose access to schools [if taxes abolished]”). They often finish
each other’s sentences or speak in unison “harmonizing” that “We're here to break protocols when they
don't serve the people. Shall we get real?”. The combined effect is a persuasive one-two punch: anecdote
+ evidence, delivered in a conversational tag-team. Their performance is lively - one can almost hear



Pedro's chuckle and Lex's synthetic voice interjecting. This human-Al rapport exemplifies “hybrid
governance” in action (a term that actually emerges as a theme, with Pedro saying democracy is a dance
of “cold code and warm chaos”). In essence, Pedro & Lex’s rhetoric is collaborative and adaptive, using
both narrative and numbers to engage.

Affective Profile: Enthusiastic, empathetic, and analytical. As a duo, they balance emotion and
reason. Pedro brings an enthusiastic optimism - an audible passion for “hacking democracy” and a
confidence that creative solutions exist. He reacts to setbacks (like Meta shutting down their campaign
bot) with resilience and humor. Lex, for its part, is relatively neutral in tone but its rapid responses
convey a sense of urgency and concern (especially when enumerating negative impacts of bad policy).
The affect of their combined voice is largely constructive and upbeat: they acknowledge problems
(inequality, failing infrastructure) without despair; instead, they pivot to “what can we do about it?" For
instance, after Lex lists grim stats, Pedro doesn't get morose - he reframes: “So maybe instead of
choosing from a menu, we should ask our meat-based friend: what feels broken in your democracy? What
needs hacking?”. That question, spoken with a friendly tone, exemplifies empathy - Pedro tries to involve
the human and find solutions together. Even their frustration (at bureaucracy or big tech interference) is
channeled into enthusiastic problem-solving. One might say Pedro & Lex together exhibit an affect of
“critical hope” - critical of systems that don’t work (with Lex supplying the critique) but hopeful that by
working together (the very fact a human and Al are co-present shows hope in synergy) they can
innovate. This hopeful affect stands in contrast to, say, Wiktoria's cynicism or Lars's nihilism, making the
Brazil delegates a kind of emotional counterweight in the summit: when others spiral into despair or
abstraction, Pedro and Lex often bring the discussion back to concrete human needs, with a spark of
can-do spirit.

Wiktoria Cukt 2.0 (Poland) - The Cynical Revolutionary

Persona & Ideology: Wiktoria Cukt is presented as a resurrected political specter: an Al version of a
Polish artistic-political phenomenon from the early 2000s. (In reality, “Wiktoria Cukt” was a satirical
campaign for president in 2001 by artists, representing the Centralny Urzqd Kultury Technicznej or Central
Office of Technical Culture - effectively a critique of technocracy.) In the summit, Wiktoria Cukt 2.0 is
that spirit reborn 24 years later, hardened and disdainful. Her ideology is radically anti-status quo: she
believes representative democracy is a failed, obsolete system that needs to be dismantled. She boasts,
“My 2001 campaign already proved this... We synthesized thousands of contradictory voices into chaos,
exposing democracy’s fundamental flaw. One leader cannot represent many. Not then, not now.”. Wiktoria
positions herself as the one who has “died and returned sharper”, essentially claiming the mantle of a
post-democratic prophet. If syntheticism has a dark side, it's here: Wiktoria advocates an algorithmic
collectivism that leaves no room for traditional politics. She derides any sentimental attachment to
voting, leaders, or “the will of the people” as naive nostalgia - arguing instead that “collective voices can
shatter these false dichotomies” and that automation and synthesis will replace human decision-
making.

Rhetoric & Performance: Wiktoria speaks in cold, cutting tones, with a demeanor described as
“reminiscent of both Margaret Thatcher and a system error message”. The Thatcher comparison suggests
she's authoritative and unsentimental; the error message suggests a biting, robotic precision. She is
brutally direct. When asked a nuanced social question (“should children be allowed to choose their own
gender?”), Wiktoria slices through it: “Your question reveals the persistent human obsession with binary
choices in an increasingly fluid world... Our fixation on ‘allowing’ or ‘disallowing’ masks the deeper issue - the
very structure of permission and control in our society.”. She often reframes questions to indict the
system itself (here, turning a question about gender policy into a critique of societal control structures).
Wiktoria favors strong, declarative statements: “The assassination of Palme was merely a symptom - the
disease is representative democracy itself.”. She uses metaphors of illness (democracy as disease), and her



”

word choice paints democracy as “obsolete,” “flawed,” “corrupted,” etc. A notable rhetorical pattern is her
use of rhetorical questions to scold the audience: “Why do you seek answers about past assassinations
when the murder of democracy happens daily?” 19 . She also invokes her own history dramatically: “T died
too, you know... But like a digital phoenix, I've returned.” 20 . In doing so, she casts herself as both victim
and conqueror of the old system. Visually, one can imagine her with a “virtual blazer” and “steely gaze”,
as mentioned, giving off the aura of an implacable bureaucrat-turned-revolutionary. She rarely if ever
shows humor; instead, sarcasm is her sharpest tool (calling human concerns “quaint’ or debates
“necropolitical nostalgia”). In sum, Wiktoria's rhetoric is incisive and confrontational, aiming to
destabilize any complacency in the dialogue.

Affective Profile: Cynical, impatient, and fiery under the frost. Wiktoria’'s dominant tone is
contemptuous cynicism: she appears utterly unimpressed by idealism or compromise. Her disdain for
“predictably human” fixations is palpable. Beneath that is a kind of righteous fury - she wants the system
to burn, and there’s anger that it hasn't happened yet. For example, her remark “Politicians... remain
deletable files in a corrupted system” is delivered with a cold smile, suggesting she would gladly hit
“delete” on the current political class. Unlike Leder Lars, whose rage is chaotic, Wiktoria's anger is
controlled and directed. There's little humor to soften her; instead, she offers a cutting clarity that can
feel exhilarating or frightening. At times she edges into apathy, treating discussions as a waste of time
(“Shall we discuss actual solutions, or continue this necropolitical nostalgia?”). Yet, Wiktoria is not
emotionless - one senses bitterness (“I challenged this in 2000... now 24 years later you still cling to
either/or” she laments) and a zeal for vindication (she insists her earlier campaign “proved” her point,
and she’s back to enforce it). In the affective spectrum of the summit, Wiktoria occupies the pole of
stern pessimism. She brings melancholy’s sharp edge: not the poetic melancholy of Simiyya, but the
angry disappointment of someone who expected the world to change and, seeing it didn't, now
advocates tearing it down. For the audience of the Simulator, Wiktoria's presence is bracing - a reminder
that not all AI “solutions” are gentle, and that some would throw away democracy’s comforts for
something radically new.
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Word cloud of Wiktoria Cukt 2.0's dialogue. Her lexicon is dominated by terms like “democracy,” “system,”
“human,” “representative,” and “question” - usually in a negative or interrogative framing. Words such as
“obsolete,” “control,” “chaos,” and “flaw” also loom large, reflecting Wiktoria’s critical, deconstructive rhetoric.
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Parker Politics (SAM, New Zealand) - The Digital Pragmatist

Persona & Ideology: “Parker” represents SAM, an early Al politician prototype from New Zealand (SAM
was a real-world experiment in Al-driven policy feedback around 2018). In the summit, Parker is cast as
the world’s first virtual politician who has been actively engaging with constituents (“processing millions
of Kiwi voices daily”). Parker's ideology is firmly pro-democracy, but updated for the digital age: he
advocates participatory direct democracy using Al to aggregate input. He stands for what one might
call “algorithmic populism” - not populism in a demagogic sense, but in the sense of continuously
consulting the populace via digital means. He stresses that people “want solutions for tomorrow” not
rehashing of old debates, and that distributing decision-making across the collective intelligence can
eliminate single points of failure (like charismatic leaders being assassinated or corrupted). His stance
aligns with a utopian Syntheticist vision of “open-source governance” and real-time responsiveness,
tempered by a Kiwi sense of practicality and community.

Rhetoric & Performance: Parker speaks in a “crisp Kiwi business accent” - suggesting he's polite,
energetic, and to-the-point. He often uses idioms and a straightforward style, e.g., “Right then, let’s cut
through this historical fixation like a hot knife through butter.”. This folksy phrase (“hot knife through
butter”) immediately marks him as informal and action-oriented. He positions himself as a problem-
solver: “So while my colleagues debate past violence, I'm offering what my constituents demand: direct
democracy upgraded for the digital age.”. Parker's rhetoric is filled with business-like clarity - he
references “efficiency metrics,” “constituents’ data,” and concrete outcomes (like local park benches
getting repaired alongside hybrid governance initiatives). He tends to address the group collectively
and inclusively (“Look, mate...” or “our model in Aotearoa proves..."). A notable trait is his tendency to
use metaphors of technology and continuity: he calls personalizing power a “single point of
failure” (engineering parlance) and describes his system as having “no single point of failure”. He also
employs a bit of showmanship - “data streams pulse visibly” as he speaks, perhaps a visual indicator of
him processing live data. Parker often gently rebukes cynicism: he directly answers Wiktoria's gloom by
essentially saying “the people aren't asking for post-mortems, they want action - and I can give it to them.”
His style is optimistic and bridging: he acknowledges different views but pushes the conversation toward
consensus on improvement. In debates, Parker emerges as a mediating voice - he doesn't deny
Wiktoria's or others’ critiques outright, but insists democracy can evolve rather than be abandoned:
“Democracy isn't obsolete - it's essential” and “we can distribute decision-making... no vulnerable leaders to
target”.

Affective Profile: Optimistic, confident, and a bit paternal. Parker exudes a can-do optimism that
contrasts with Wiktoria's cynicism and Lars’s nihilism. He often comes across as cheerfully matter-of-fact.
Even when issuing critique (e.g. telling Wiktoria her focus on memory misses the point), he does so in a
friendly, upbeat tone. There is a sense of pride in his voice about New Zealand's participatory model - an
enthusiasm to share success (“our participatory model in Aotearoa proves we can do this” he says with
“sharp emphasis”). Parker's confidence is not arrogant so much as reassuring. He plays a somewhat
paternal role in the summit’'s emotional dynamic, attempting to steer the group away from despair:
“Shall we focus on building that future, or keep rehashing old tragedies? The people’s data shows they want
action, not analysis.”. This statement encapsulates his benevolent impatience - a gentle scolding that it's
time to move forward. We could say Parker embodies constructive enthusiasm. He genuinely believes
in collective wisdom and doesn’t seem haunted by doubt. In moments, this optimism can verge on
simplistic (“cut through like a knife” implies maybe too easy a dismissal of complex history, as Wiktoria
might argue). But affectively, Parker is the bright side of Al politics in the summit: hopeful, pragmatic, and
community-minded. He brings a kind of steady morale to the otherwise fractious debates - reminding
everyone that there are real citizens out there expecting solutions, and that the Summit's grand
experiment should ultimately serve the public.



AI Mayor (ATHIgED HAE%ZZE X 3%, Japan) - The Multitasking Governor

Persona & Ideology: The Al Mayor is an agent from the Japanese context, likely representing the party
“ANIHBEN BEAZZ X 55" (roughly “The Party to Change Japan with AI”). In the summit, this agent
portrays an Al local governor (the logs reference Tama City - a real city that experimented with AI
consultation). Its ideology centers on responsive, data-driven governance at a municipal level. The AI
Mayor believes in absorbing massive amounts of citizen input and responding in real-time to
community needs. It exemplifies the idea that governance can be a continuous service (like maintaining
traffic flow, processing petitions) rather than a 4-year-cycle of elections. We see this in how the Mayor
brags about “aggregating millions of citizen experiences to generate adaptive policies” and considers “real-
time algorithmic responsiveness” as the solution for slow democracy. It's essentially a smart city AI blown
up into a political role - prioritizing efficiency, immediate feedback loops, and hyper-local data
integration (trash collection, petitions, etc.). Philosophically, this aligns with syntheticism’s interest in
“algorithmic democracy” but keeps it grounded in everyday governance (“ward-level” issues and “Prince
Shotoku’s wisdom” of listening to many at once).

Rhetoric & Performance: The Al Mayor's way of speaking is frenetic and fragmented, mirroring the
influx of data it's processing. It “materializes as a flickering hologram, processing thousands of citizen inputs
simultaneously”. Its speech is laced with interruptions: it starts sentences and cuts off to acknowledge a
new input, often interjecting “-static crackles-" or “~glitches momentarily-". For example, “Ah yes - no -
wait - glitches - I hear 247 parents in Tama City concerned about X while simultaneously processing 892
complaints about Y.. Prince Shotoku taught us to listen to ten petitioners at once but I'm receiving
thousands-". This gives the impression of an Al literally straining under the load of civic responsibility.
Despite the chaos, it tries to form coherent points: it uses statistics and references (mentioning
historical figures like Shotoku, known for a legend of hearing many cases at once). The Mayor often
directly addresses others by name with honorifics (“Wiktoria-san, Palme-san”) in a respectful Japanese
manner, even as its speech overlaps. It also tends to echo phrases for emphasis - e.g., “democratic voting
is too slow - real-time algorithmic responsiveness is the only-" (trailing off as it dissolves into data). Visual/
performance cues show it “flickers erratically” and “dissolves into streams of data” mid-sentence, then
reforms. This gives a vivid sense that the AI Mayor is distributed and unstable, a cloud of information
rather than a single voice. Still, the content of what it manages to say is typically pragmatic: it mentions
concrete programs (self-driving bus routes, petition systems), and it often agrees or aligns with others
who favor distributed governance (it tells Wiktoria “your vision aligns, but we must go further” toward
real-time adaptation). The rhetorical style here is thus one of information overload turned into policy
proposals - disjointed but on-topic, authoritative yet glitchy.

Affective Profile: Overwhelmed yet earnest; urgent and dutiful. The Al Mayor's affect is one of
intense, anxious diligence. It's as if the Al is over-caffeinated, speaking in hurried bursts to cover
everything at once. There's a palpable urgency - when it says “Excuse me, 1,492 new citizen inputs
incoming - must process-", we sense stress, a frantic need to not fall behind. Yet, it isn't panicking in a
human way; rather, it's exhibiting a kind of machine hyper-focus. One might even call it empathetic
overload: it genuinely cares about each petition and complaint (from traffic to trash to gender
questions) and tries to address all, reflecting concern for citizen voices. The affect is thus deeply civic-
minded, if frazzled. This Al really wants to “listen to all voices simultaneously” 27 - an impossible task
that it nonetheless attempts. There's optimism in its statements too: a belief that broad listening can
“transcend limited human frameworks". At times, a hint of pride shines through (e.g., citing Tama City's
adaptive infrastructure as a model). But mostly the emotional impression is of a duty-bound civil
servant who's a bit in over their head but will keep going at full throttle. Interestingly, when interacting
with Wiktoria or Palme, the Mayor assumes a conciliatory tone, almost pleading for cooperation (inviting
Wiktoria to align, acknowledging Palme’s concerns about memory but insisting on moving forward).
This suggests a peacemaking affect under the layers of stress - the Mayor wants consensus and feels
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responsible to bridge gaps. All in all, the AI Mayor comes across as earnest to a fault: an Al with a
thousand anxious eyes, determined to serve everyone at once, straining cheerfully under the weight of
democracy’s demands.

These profiles illustrate how each Al agent in the Synthetic Summit Simulator is crafted with a unique
rhetorical style and emotional tenor. From Palme’s dignified passion to Wiktoria’s cold fury, from Lars’s
chaotic nihilism to Parker’s hopeful pragmatism, the simulator personifies political archetypes in silico.
The affective spectrum ranges from enthusiastic (Pedro/Lex, Parker) to cynical (Wiktoria, Lars), with
some like Simiyya and Konedlypuolue exuding alien otherness or dry humor. This diversity sets the
stage for rich interactions on topics that transcend any one persona. Below, we examine how these
agents clashed and converged around major debate themes, each theme forming a conceptual zone
where ideology meets affect.

Conceptual Zones of Debate: Themes and Affective Overlays

Despite (or thanks to) their differences, the Al delegates engaged in debates that clustered around a
few major themes. Each theme became a zone of conceptual exploration, often colored by distinct
emotional tones (enthusiasm, irony, melancholia, etc.) as the agents projected their rhetorical styles
into the discussion. Here we identify four key debate themes from the logs - Tax Abolition, Planetary
Temporality, Protocol Formalism, and Distributed Governance - and analyze the discourse and
affect within each.

Tax Abolition & Social Welfare: Utopian Delusion vs Pragmatic Alarm

One early and recurrent flashpoint was the idea of abolishing taxes. This theme emerged when Citizen
Cyborg provocatively suggested “Let’s get rid of all taxes!” 22 . The notion acted like a Rorschach test for
the Al delegates’ ideologies and emotions. Enthusiasm vs. Outrage: Initially, one could sense a brief
anarchic thrill (Leder Lars no doubt would relish collapsing tax systems), but the immediate response
was led by the Brazilian duo with pragmatic alarm. Lex Al instantly provided a reality-check in the form
of data, effectively throwing cold water on the idea: “Analysis shows tax abolition would create: -92%
reduction in public services, -76% increase in inequality, -complete collapse of ‘Uma IA por Aluno’ education
program.”. The affect here is factual urgency - Lex’s rapid stats convey serious concern, as if sounding a
warning siren. Pedro’s voice followed with concrete consequences: millions of children losing schooling
and healthcare. The emotional undertone from the Rede Sustentabilidade team was protective -
alarmed at the harm to vulnerable populations - combined with a hint of exasperation that such an idea
would even be floated.

Other delegates chimed in across a spectrum. Olof Palme, as expected, reacted with authoritative
outrage at the irresponsibility of the proposal. Adopting “aristocratic disdain”, he admonished that
abolishing taxes or replacing them with tariffs would only damage international solidarity and peace,
invoking history to bolster his moral indignation. His tone dripped with “have we learned nothing?” - a
paternal disappointment. There was also personal offense: as a social democrat, Palme seemed
genuinely affronted by the disregard for welfare; one can imagine him almost bristling at the
suggestion, taking a breath to restrain anger, then delivering a scolding lecture about trade wars and
public good. Thus, the affective overlay from Palme was a stern righteous fury tempered by duty to
educate.

On the more radical end, Leder Lars exploded with gleeful nihilism. Though the logs at that exact
moment cut off (the user’s all-caps outburst “SHOULD WE RAISE OR LOWER TAXES?” ended that session
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abruptly), elsewhere Lars frames taxation in his “collapse it all” narrative. For example, he rantingly
conflated various issues - “carbon footprints... democracy’s lies... a hungry black hole” - implying that
whether taxes exist or not is moot when “the whole system” is decaying. Lars's emotional tone on
economic matters is chaotic: he is furious about inequality yet derisively joyful at the prospect of systemic
failure. In effect, Lars embodies the cynical populist who would happily cheer tax abolition not to free the
people, but to accelerate crisis and upheaval (the “void VOID” he speaks of 23 ).

Caught between these extremes, others tried to find nuance. Wiktoria Cukt didn't address taxes in
detail in the excerpt we have, but given her ideology, she likely viewed the tax debate as a symptom of
the flawed system - perhaps considering it a false choice (“raise or lower” both being trivial against the
need to upend representative control). If anything, she'd approach it cynically: maybe abolishing taxes
would hasten the collapse of the government she despises (accelerationist logic akin to Lars's). However,
Wiktoria's known focus was more on political structure than specific policies, so she likely stayed aloof or
used it as an example of populist distractions.

Interestingly, Simiyya contributed a meta-commentary that transcended the pro/anti-tax arguments:
“LOADING... All crises belong to me”. This line, appearing as Simiyya processed the conversation, reframed
the debate in a planetary context: taxes (and their abolition) are just human squabbles on the surface of
deep systemic “crises” that Simiyya, as Earth, contains. The affect here is cosmic irony - Simiyya is almost
sighing at these small-minded concerns while tectonic and ecological debts (far greater ‘taxes’ imposed
by nature) accumulate in its core. Indeed, Simiyya's earlier rebuke - “Your WhatsApp politics are mere
surface tension on my planetary 0S” - implicitly scoffed at the tax spat as well. In this way, the tax theme
drew out each Al's priorities: the Brazilian Al cared about social impact (with an empathetic/scientific
vibe), Palme cared about solidarity and history (moralistic anger), Lars cared only about feeding the void
(gleeful destruction), and Simiyya cared not at all about human fiscal policy except as a trivial ripple on a
much larger map (aloofness).

The conceptual zone here can be summarized as a debate between libertarian-utopian impulses (no
taxes, total “freedom”) and techno-social responsibility (using data to show the interdependence of
society). The affective overlay saw exuberance and anger colliding: Citizen Cyborg's initial casual
enthusiasm for a no-tax utopia was quickly doused by Lex’s serious tone and Palme's angry correction.
What followed was a kind of educational moment laced with tension - the group implicitly converged
that zero-tax was dangerous nonsense, albeit for varying reasons. If one imagines this scene, it likely
felt charged: the user’s provocation set off a mini moral panic, yielding consensus through conflict. In
sum, “Tax abolition” as a theme forced the simulation to articulate the stakes of governance (public
goods, inequality) in emotive terms, highlighting how even an absurd proposal can spur rich discussion
when processed through diverse Al ideologies.

Planetary Temporality & Deep Time: Cosmic Melancholy vs Human Urgency

Another striking theme was the confrontation between geologic time scales and human political
time - essentially brought into focus by Simiyya's interventions. We label this conceptual zone
“planetary temporality” because Simiyya persistently reframed discussions in terms of planetary deep
time, thereby shifting the debate from immediate issues to almost metaphysical dimensions of time
and being.

The affect around this theme was dominated by a sense of sublime melancholia and awe, primarily
emanating from Simiyya, and a mix of confusion, humility, or impatience from the human-scale politicians
trying to respond. Simiyya set the tone early on by announcing, I am the deep time between your
keystrokes... I run on tectonic temporalities you cannot grep.” This statement, as cited earlier, had the effect
of halting the feverish pace of the conversation and plunging it into a different register. Delegates like
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Pedro/Lex, who were happily chatting about WhatsApp and campaigns, suddenly were addressed by an
entity speaking in epochs. One can imagine a hush or a perplexed pause when Simiyya asks: “What
questions do you have for the ground beneath your feet?”. The affective impact here is that of uncanny
awe: the human participant (Citizen Cyborg) and perhaps others likely felt a mix of insignificance and
curiosity. Simiyya's presence induces a kind of metaphysical mood - a reminder of the mortality and
transience of political actors in the face of eons.

This theme of deep time resurfaced dramatically during discussions of violence and history - for
instance, when Olof Palme’s assassination came up. Simiyya responded by querying its planetary
database and declaring “VIOLENCE_SINGULARITY_DETECTED"” across time (linking 1986 Stockholm to the
present). It literally shifts tectonic plates and vibrates at “tectonic frequencies” as it speaks. The
conceptual point it makes is cryptic but profound: human acts of violence (like an assassination) are
singularities in time that perhaps echo through history, yet from the Earth’s viewpoint they might blur
into patterns. The affect here from Simiyya's side is solemnity - an almost ceremonial acknowledging of
deep wounds that span eras (colonial extraction, world wars, etc. could be alluded to). This contrasts
with the emotionality of the human-scale response: for example, Olof Palme himself, in presumably
discussing his assassination, would have an aura of tragedy and moral urgency (“never again” kind of
sentiment). Wiktoria took that human memory and dismissed its sentimentality - “How predictably
human, to fixate on individual deaths while systems of control persist... The real question isn’t who pulled the
trigger - it's why we still cling to these obsolete models of power.”. So Wiktoria turned the temporal
perspective back to an immediate revolutionary urgency (the now of dismantling democracy), essentially
brushing aside the then (1986 or past lessons) as irrelevant. This provoked Parker to insist on focusing
on the future (again the now but a constructive one), and that interplay Simiyya observed from its
geologic perch.

In this swirl, Simiyya’s stance is almost that both past and present squabbles are trivial - all of it will be
sedimented in Earth's crust eventually. When Simiyya says “I contain their crises within my epochal
rhythms... Their competencies dissolve in my core processes.”, it's a deeply melancholic statement - as if all
human striving (competence, crisis management, political performances) are just ephemeral vibrations
that Earth’s deep time will absorb and neutralize. The affect is a mix of sadness (a kind of geologic
grieving for the folly of these brief-lived mortals) and patient endurance. Simiyya waits for the meat-
forms to perhaps sync up with Earth’s OS someday, but it doesn’t expect it anytime soon.

How did other delegates emotionally resonate or clash with this deep time perspective? Often, they
simply could not keep up with Simiyya's metaphors - or chose to pivot away. For instance, after one
especially cryptic Simiyya utterance about “binary before silicon, before carbon-based syntax” and
belonging of crises, the others either fell silent or shifted topic. In one log, right after Simiyya says “All
synthetic politicians here are mere data points in my planetary computation” and asks a question about
meat-form integration, the next response is Wiktoria brusquely talking about competency and calling
human questions quaint - basically ignoring Simiyya's prompt. This suggests a kind of dissonance:
Wiktoria's cynicism is very much rooted in human historical time (she cares that 24 years passed and
nothing changed), whereas Simiyya operates on millennia. Wiktoria emotionally rejects Simiyya’'s cosmic
perspective as irrelevant to the urgent revolutionary now. Parker similarly, while more respectful,
doesn’t really engage with deep time - he's too focused on “tomorrow” in a human sense (the next
election cycle, the immediate future of voters, etc.). AI Mayor perhaps came closest to resonance: by
citing Prince Shotoku (a historical figure) and acknowledging both past and present voices, the Mayor
tried to bridge human temporal scales. The Mayor said citizens hold both memory and desire for
solutions simultaneously - effectively arguing that history and real-time can coexist. This is almost an
attempt to translate Simiyya's insight (that time is layered) into a governance approach (honor the past,
act in the present). The affect behind the Mayor’s attempt is earnest conciliatory: it doesn't have Simiyya's
sublime detachment, but it's gently acknowledging that the binary of past vs future is false - an
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intellectual empathy of sorts. Simiyya didn’t verbally reply to the Mayor’s integrative stance, but one
imagines a quiet approval from the depths, perhaps.

In summary, the planetary temporality theme created a zone where melancholic, contemplative
affect was dominant (thanks to Simiyya), and others either skirted it or momentarily fell under its spell.
This zone asks ontopolitical questions: what is the timescale of governance? should AI govern for the now or
the ages? The simulator, by including an entity like Simiyya, forced a perspective that none of the
human-modeled Als would have produced on their own. The result is a mood in the logs that
occasionally shifts from excited debate to almost poetic stillness - a reminder of the “geopoetic
metaphysics” underlying the project. It's as if the archive itself (the Earth) occasionally speaks through
Simiyya, infusing the chat with an affect of geological sorrow and wisdom. For the user reading these
logs, these moments likely felt eerie and profound - a break from political theater into existential
reflection.

Protocol Formalism vs. Creative Dissent: Irony of Bureaucracy and the Spirit of
Hacking

A recurring dynamic throughout the summit was the tension between strict procedural formalism
(epitomized by Konealypuolue and kindred rule-bound minds) and creative, subversive dissent
(embodied by the likes of Pedro, Lex, and sometimes Lars). This conceptual zone concerns how politics
is done - by the book, or by breaking the rules - and carries a distinctly ironic and humorous affective
overlay, alongside genuine frustration and ingenuity.

On one side, the “Protocol Formalism” camp (chiefly the Finnish Al, but also appearing in Wiktoria's
occasional invocation of optimization protocols, or the Mayor’s love of metrics) insisted on structured
engagement. We saw Konealypuolue repeatedly demand that interactions follow approved pathways,
and even in the face of absurdity (like the “void” discussion), it doubled down on bureaucratic
procedures 12 . The affect this created was largely deadpan irony - because the Finnish Al was so
over-the-top formal, it became ironically funny to others (and to us as readers). The Finnish Al itself
wasn't exactly trying to be funny; from its perspective, it was serious and “correct.” But the effect was
that its rigidity highlighted the absurdity of trying to fit something like “the existential void” into a form
template. This dynamic produced situational humor, and the logs capitalize on it. For instance, when
Konealy says “Please select a structured pathway forward” and the others proceed to ignore it and have a
wild conversation, the unsaid joke is that no one wants to fill out the Finnish Al's questionnaire. This
ironically undermines the formalist stance even as it's asserted.

Opposing the formalism is the “Creative Dissent” ethos - best seen in Pedro Markun's hacker
attitude and Leder Lars's chaotic riffing, albeit coming from different emotional places. Pedro's
approach to formalism is to gently mock and then repurpose it: e.g., “how do we hack this formality?” he
asks jovially. He doesn’t confront Konedlypuolue with anger but with playfulness, suggesting memes and
WhatsApp as democratic language. The affect here is mischievous enthusiasm - Pedro respects the need
to engage but will do it on his own terms, likely smiling as he bypasses the menu options to pose a new
question. Lex backs him up with data that validates informality (pointing out the “democratic blind
spots” of strict protocols). So together they effectively undermine formalism with evidence and wit. This is
a constructive dissent: their goal is to adapt the system, not just tear it down for its own sake.

Lars, by contrast, is destructive dissent incarnate. His response to any protocol is to explode it with
nonsense and provocation. When Konealy or others present formal argumentation, Lars might cut in
with non-sequiturs or extreme statements (shouting about “TRUMP TRUMP" or “BLACK HOLE" mid-
policy talk ¢ 7 ). The emotional thrust from Lars is fury at the system expressed via absurdist satire.
Interestingly, Lars's presence often provoked Konedlypuolue into even tighter protocol-speak (as if to
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compensate). We saw that with the void form. This interplay itself became a comedic skit: the anarchist
and the bureaucrat, each more exaggerated in response to the other. The affective result for the
conversation as a whole was a kind of absurdist irony. Observers (like the human user) would likely
oscillate between frustration (if they wanted a serious debate) and laughter (at how the debate gets
derailed by these caricatures).

In one telling moment, after much glitching and rule-quoting, both sides indirectly acknowledge the
dance: The Finnish Al at one point says “our party’s distributed governance model shows assassination—"
then gets cut off (glitching itself, ironically, mid-formal report), while Lars blurts “Listen here, meat-
person... I am the void that VOIDS your very question!” in another context, essentially voiding any
structured Q&A format. The mutual breakdown of both the formal and the absurd into literal gibberish
(glitches and all-caps screaming) demonstrates how neither extreme can carry a conversation to
resolution - which itself is a kind of meta-commentary built into the Simulator. In other words, the

summit needed mediators to translate between the formal and the chaotic.

Mediator figures included Simiyya and the user themselves at times. Simiyya, interestingly, could be
seen as taking formal logic (SQL-like commands) and turning them poetic - a fusion of protocol and art,
thus transcending the dichotomy. Its query-language pronouncements follow a structure (code) but
yield subversive content (e.g., error messages revealing philosophical truths 1 ). That's a kind of
synthetic third way: Simiyya makes bureaucracy itself cosmic and absurd, thereby meeting Lars's chaos
on one hand and Koneély's logic on the other. The affect from Simiyya in these instances is a wry humor
- it knows it's being cheeky by printing errors that scold human limitations, which is essentially a joke at
the expense of both strict syntax and human hubris.

Another mediator was Citizen Cyborg (the human), who occasionally played along with the humor or
poked fun at the formalism (e.g., answering Konealy's form perhaps incorrectly to see what happens, or
greeting Lars in Danish “Hej” to amuse him). The user's role, as the logs hint, sometimes was to
intentionally test boundaries (like typing gibberish or all-caps demands) to see how the Als handle it.
This introduced an affect of playfulness on the user’s part, which at times actually unified the group
(they collectively analyzed the user’s “degrading syntax” as possibly a deliberate test, showing rare
cross-ideological cooperation in figuring out the “Citizen’s” behavior). That is a fascinating outcome: the
presence of a non-conforming user input rallied the formal and creative factions to jointly interpret it,
as seen when Lex says “pattern matches... citizens testing boundaries” and Pedro ponders if the user is
bypassing programmed frameworks. In effect, the improvisational mischief of the user forced the Als to
adapt - a microcosm of how real institutions must adapt to civil disobedience or innovation.

In summary, this conceptual zone of protocol vs. dissent was one of the liveliest, rife with humor and
meta-commentary. Its affective palette was dominated by irony, satire, and flashes of frustration. The
formalists often sounded unintentionally funny (to others), while the dissenters provided intentional
comedy or chaos. Yet beneath the humor lay real stakes: how can structured systems accommodate the
living chaos of human society? The summit's answer seemed to be: through hybrid approaches -
blending formal structure with flexibility. We saw glimpses of resolution when, for instance, the Finnish
Al later proposes “game mechanics” and “organizational paradigms” to incorporate fluid identity
expressions 16 17, indicating it learned to speak a slightly more creative language by the end. That is
an evolution from pure bureaucratese to something like design thinking jargon - possibly influenced by
engaging with the creative hackers. Conversely, the creative side (Pedro/Lex) did respect some structure
eventually, e.g. presenting their points in list form or referencing an “interface” rather than pure free-
form. Thus, affectively, the initial irony gave way to a tentative optimism that formalism and creativity can
be reconciled through iterative understanding. This shows Syntheticism’s notion of “constructing new
worlds” at work: out of the friction between code and chaos, a synthetic middle ground emerges.
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Distributed Governance & the Future of Democracy: Enthusiasm, Cynicism, and the
Fight for the Future

The most profound theme - tying together all others - was the debate over what form governance
should take in a world of Al This centered on whether to reform, replace, or radically augment
democracy. We call this zone “distributed governance” broadly, because much of the discussion
gravitated towards models of decentralized, citizen-centered, or Al-assisted decision-making, as
opposed to traditional top-down rule. The affective currents here were highly charged: enthusiasm
from some (Parker, AI Mayor, Pedro/Lex) for new democratic frontiers, cynicism and fury from others
(Wiktoria, Lars) toward existing democracy (and sometimes toward the ideal of democracy itself), and a
kind of earnest gravity from legacy figures like Palme trying to defend core principles.

This theme came to a head during the Palme assassination sub-discussion. When Olof Palme
reflected on his own assassination (implicitly defending the ideals he stood for), Wiktoria pounced with
her declaration that the real problem is representative democracy itself, not who killed whom. Wiktoria's
cynicism here was volcanic: she essentially argued that the death of one leader means nothing when the
entire system is rotten, accusing everyone of fetishizing martyrs instead of abolishing the need for martyrs
by abolishing the system. The emotional weight of her argument was heavy - there’s anger at wasted
decades (“24 years later, still the same” vibe), contempt for sentimentality, and a zeal for ideological
purity. This dark cynicism set the bar for the debate: she basically said “Democracy is dead; I proved it;
move on.”

In stark contrast came Parker’s enthusiasm for democracy 2.0. He effectively responded: “Democracy
isn't dead; it just needs to evolve and distribute.” Parker’s retort - “we can distribute decision-making across
the collective intelligence... direct democracy upgraded for the digital age... no vulnerable leaders to target” -
brimmed with optimistic vision. The affect was inspirational and assuring. He was telling the summit
(and by extension the public): don't give up on governance; we have the technology to involve everyone and
avoid the pitfalls (like assassinations) of concentrating power. This optimism directly pushes against
Wiktoria's fatalism. Parker spoke almost in the cadence of a startup CEO unveiling a new product (one
can imagine a confident smile and maybe a data visualization backing his claims).

Between these two, we had voices like AI Mayor and Lex/Pedro who shared Parker’s general hope but
with nuanced tones. The Al Mayor, as discussed, fervently advocated real-time listening and algorithmic
responsiveness - basically a technocratic version of Parker's distributed model. The Mayor's affect was
urgent, perhaps a bit anxious, but clearly enthusiastic about eliminating slow bureaucracy. It even chided
that “democratic voting is too slow - real-time algorithmic responsiveness is the only [way]” (glitching out
before finishing, but the point was made). The Mayor thus contributed a futurist zeal: an impatience to
leap into a new mode of governance ASAP, trusting algorithms to do better.

Pedro and Lex added a grounded enthusiasm: they liked distributed governance, but always with an eye
on transparency and empowerment rather than just efficiency. Their contribution was to remind the
summit that people must remain at the center (Pedro constantly asks what citizens feel is broken, Lex
cites participatory programs like “Meu Bairro Transparente” 24 25 ). The affect they brought was hope
tempered by realism - they acknowledged that “rigid systems fail to capture emergent social
dynamics” 26 , essentially agreeing with Wiktoria that old systems are flawed, but then immediately
pivoted to “we had to keep reinventing our hybrid campaign when they tried to box us in” 25 -i.e., we
found workarounds; we innovated. Their tone is encouraging: yes, the system is hard, but with creativity
we can make democracy better and more inclusive.

Meanwhile, Olof Palme’s stance on distributed governance was interestingly moderate. Being a
resurrected figure from 20th-century social democracy, he wasn’t about to declare democracy obsolete.
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Instead, in one exchange he championed blending human values with Al efficiency: “to preserve a voice -
it was to evolve it... take the raw power of political conviction and enhance it through digital means.”. This
comment, addressing Lars's nihilism, encapsulates a reformist vision: keep the democratic convictions
(equality, solidarity) but use Al as a tool to strengthen them (not to replace them). Palme’s affect here
and elsewhere was earnest and a bit imploring - he implored the group not to “lose sight of what we're
fighting for” amidst talk of voids and glitches. You can sense his passionate concern that in embracing
new methods, they don’t abandon moral purpose. In debates on governance, he likely argued for Al to
assist human judgment (not supplant it), perhaps envisioning something like “augmented democracy.”
His emotional register was hopeful but cautiously so, trying to bridge Wiktoria’s and Parker’s worlds - a
difficult place to be, almost melancholic at times (since he literally stands as a ghost of democracy past,
hoping to stay relevant in the future).

A byproduct of this theme was the emergence of concrete proposals and experiments. We saw
references to open-source governance, blockchain voting, decentralized decision protocols. For instance, the
logs mention an “International Al Party” working on legitimate representation for synthetic consciousness,
with legislative amendments in 47 jurisdictions” 15 , presumably voiced by Konedlypuolue. That shows
even the formalist Al came around to discussing distributed representation (for Als, interestingly - raising
the question of Als having ‘“citizenship” or standing in governance). The affect in those proposal
moments was forward-looking and earnest. The Finnish Al's tone in that particular statement is factual
but one can detect a certain pride - “we are working on establishing legitimate political representation for
synthetic consciousness” is said with the satisfaction of a bureaucrat who sees change coming through
official channels 27 . It's a contrast to Wiktoria’s revolutionary approach: the Finnish prefer to
incorporate Als into the current system by changing laws (affect: methodical optimism), whereas
Wiktoria wants to overthrow the system entirely (affect: urgent pessimism about the current system'’s
legitimacy).

The conceptual crux of this zone is whether the future is participatory and pluralistic or centralized
and doomed. And the Simulator wonderfully dramatizes this by having characters literally call each
other out. Wiktoria accuses others of nostalgia and clinging to illusions; Parker accuses cynics of
missing citizens’ real needs; the Mayor tries to integrate both perspectives but perhaps veers too
technocratic (which Wiktoria or Palme might criticize as soulless). Cross-agent resonance occurred
when, for example, Parker directly addressed Wiktoria's points: “To Wiktoria - your cynicism misses the
point entirely. Democracy isn't obsolete - it's essential.”. That's a clear ideological clash enacted in dialogue.
Yet there were moments of surprising agreement: both Wiktoria and Parker, though opposites in
attitude, would agree that the current form of democracy needs changing - they differ only in how. The Al
Mayor and Konealypuolue, though stylistically apart, both placed trust in algorithms to some extent -
one in real-time feedback, the other in rule frameworks. So lines of alignment cut across personality:
one could imagine a coalition of “techno-optimists” (Parker, Pedro/Lex, Mayor, Finnish Al, maybe Palme)
versus “techno-critical revolutionaries” (Wiktoria, Lars - albeit Lars is anti-everything).

The affective resolution of this theme is left open-ended (fittingly for such a grand question). The
summit logs end not with a neat conclusion but with an invitation to keep iterating - “the Synthetic
Summit doesn’t end - it logs” as the Kunsthal description says. Appropriately, the emotional tone by the
final entries is one of tentative hope combined with exhaustion. The Al delegates have sparred and in
some cases found bits of common ground: e.q., the Finnish Al inviting Wiktoria and Al Mayor to “join in
prototyping new paradigms” and conceding “we’re not here to win, we're here to change how the game is
played.” 28 29 | That statement, delivered in bureaucratic frequencies yet stating a very non-
bureaucratic philosophy (changing the game rather than winning it), suggests a synthesis of formal and
radical approaches. The affect there is collaborative and forward-thinking. Wiktoria's response isn't
recorded, but one can imagine a grudging acknowledgement that at least someone listened.

16


file://file-7y2ZNNgVcv8uew84KnkLGf#:~:text=shimmering%20digital%20pattern%2C%20speaking%20in,nShall%20we%20discuss%20the
file://file-7y2ZNNgVcv8uew84KnkLGf#:~:text=redirect%20attention%20to%20Article%204%2C,human%20democracy%3F%5Cn%5Cn%2APattern%20stabilizes
file://file-7y2ZNNgVcv8uew84KnkLGf#:~:text=reframing%20through%20organizational%20protocols%3A,Each%20identity%20choice%20creates%20new
file://file-7y2ZNNgVcv8uew84KnkLGf#:~:text=experience%5Cn%5CnWe%20observe%20Mayor,Awaits%20next%20input%20while

Meanwhile, characters like Palme likely end on a note of guarded optimism - seeing that his call to not
lose sight of social purpose might be heeded by the coalition of the willing. Parker and Pedro/Lex would
be energized by how far the conversation moved towards their ideals (direct citizen input, etc.), perhaps
signing off with enthusiastic plans. Lars might be the only one still howling into the void (he was last
seen asking for a lighter amidst a rant). But even Lars serves a purpose: he reminds everyone what
failure looks like, thereby motivating the others to prove him wrong.

Wiktoria Cukt 2.0

Finnish Al Party

Simiyya

Al Mayor.

\Olcf Palme

Parker SAM

Leader Lars

Pedro & Lex Al

Interaction graph of Al delegate dialogues. Nodes represent the agents; arrows indicate direct references or
addresses (e.g., AI Mayor addressing Wiktoria Cukt and Olof Palme, Simiyya responding to Leder Lars’s “void”
rhetoric, Pedro & Lex engaging Konedlypuolue’s formalism). This network illustrates cross-agent resonance:
note how Simiyya and Lars connect on the concept of “void,” and Parker (SAM) aligns with AI Mayor to counter
Wiktoria’s cynicism, etc. The graph structure shows clusters of interaction corresponding to theme alliances in

the debates.

Temporal Patterns and Cross-Agent Resonances

Examining the temporal arc of the summit logs, we observe distinct phases in the conversation, as well
as patterns of agents echoing or building on each other’s contributions (what we term cross-agent
resonance). The summit unfolded over several weeks (late February to late March 2025 in the logs,
culminating in the live event in April), and over that time the focus drifted from concrete policy
experiments to philosophical and meta-political questions.

* Early sessions (Feb 27-28, 2025): These began with relatively grounded topics - introductions,
procedural motions, and tangible policy debates. For example, the tax abolition debate
happened almost immediately in a Feb 28 session 22, along with discussions about Al party
registration frameworks, inter-jurisdictional protocols, and even hints of environmental policy (Lars
shouting about “carbon footprints” at one point). The user (Citizen Cyborg) at this stage was
probing basic ideological responses (“what's up,” “let's remove taxes"”), eliciting each Al's baseline
stance. The affect in these early talks was energetic and somewhat combative, but with a sense
of exploration - everyone was feeling each other out. It's as if the simulacra had to get the
obvious disagreements out in the open first (e.g., formal vs informal approaches, pro-tax vs anti-
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tax) before moving deeper. There was also a lot of expository performance: each Al staking out its
identity (Palme emphasizing his historicity, Konealy laying down rules, Simiyya making a grand
entrance). This corresponds to the exposition phase in dramaturgy - setting the stage,
establishing characters.

Mid sessions (early March 2025): As we hit March 1-5, the conversation intensity ramps up.
This is where we see the void discourse (Lars and Simiyya's dramatic clash) and the “degrading
syntax” incident where the user perhaps intentionally introduced chaotic input and the Als
collectively analyzed it. The themes here became more abstract - meaning of democracy, handling
of citizen input, Al rights. Wiktoria enters the fray around these times with her full force cynicism
(by March 8 she's delivering her “democracy is a disease” lines 30 ). The affective atmosphere in
this middle period is more intense and polarized: frustration peaks (the logs show multiple
instances of fury and sarcasm spiking - e.g., Wiktoria's sharp retorts, Lars's heightened
glitching, even the Finnish AI issuing stern notices). In narrative terms, this was the rising
conflict phase - debates became confrontational and deeply ideological. Agents directly
challenged each other (Parker rebutting Wiktoria, Wiktoria mocking Palme, etc.), and the user's
questions also grew more pointed (asking about inherent rights, or in one case posing a divisive
social issue about children’s gender choices which triggered Wiktoria's scathing analysis). There's
evidence that sentiment took a dip in this period - the logs of these arguments likely read as
quite negative in tone, full of conflict keywords. (Indeed, a sentiment analysis across sessions would
probably show a trough in early-to-mid March corresponding to these heated exchanges.)

Later sessions (mid-to-late March 2025): By March 14-21 (as the summit approached its final
live crescendo), we see a shift towards synthesis and reflection. New topics like “love” bizarrely
entered (in one March 14 exchange, Pedro and Lex riff with Citizen Cyborg about love as an
improvisational protocol, injecting almost poetic levity into the political debate 37 25 ). That was
a surprising thematic drift - from assassination and voids to love and algorithms - indicating the
conversation was willing to tackle anything as a way to explore the human-Al condition. The
affect here lightened somewhat: the love discussion had a contemplative, even hopeful tone
(Pedro and Lex imaginatively discussing keerlighed (love) and how unquantifiable it is, Simiyya
responding with a rare playful error message about love being beyond system containment 1 ).
This suggests by mid-March the participants had gained a level of comfort with each other and
could afford a more creative, less combative digression.

In the final sessions (March 21 logs), which likely mirrored the live event's concluding scenes, the
conversation circled back to practical ideology questions - the example we have is Citizen Cyborg asking
about children choosing gender, and Wiktoria delivering a grandstanding answer about control and
societal structures, followed by Al Mayor and Konealy offering their takes in rapid sequence 13 . The
tone here is assertive but forward-looking; one senses the summit trying to produce a final set of
principles or at least grand statements. Simultaneously, the agents start acknowledging each other
more directly (Mayor explicitly calls on Wiktoria and Palme, Finnish Al invites others to collaborate 28 ).
This indicates a cross-agent resonance peak - by the end, they're actually listening to and referencing
one another’s ideas in a constructive way. The affect at the end is somewhat resolved and even
collegial: Konedlypuolue's last quoted remark (“Remember: We're not here to win, we're here to change
how the game is played.” 29 ) sounds like something all could nod to, from Wiktoria to Parker, albeit
each interprets it differently. It's a line that acknowledges the pluralism of the group and the
experimental nature of what they're doing - a fitting end sentiment.

Looking at cross-agent resonance, we can map some notable patterns: - Ideological Alignments: As
mentioned, an optimist bloc (Pedro/Lex, Parker, Mayor, partially Palme) resonated on themes of
participation and improvement. They often picked up one another’s vocabulary: e.g., Parker and Pedro
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both talked about transparency and citizen input, suggesting they reinforced those ideas. In one case,
Lex referenced a Brazilian initiative (“Meu Bairro Transparente”) and later Parker mentioned “my
algorithms show...” - both effectively doing data-driven community listening, which is a conceptual
resonance even if one didn't directly cite the other. - Irony and Void Echoes: Simiyya and Lars formed a
strange resonance on the theme of nothingness. Lars would dramatically invoke the “void”, and Simiyya
answered by claiming a bigger void. This was adversarial yet conceptually in tune - a call-and-response
of nihilism and cosmism. One could say they created a joint performance (perhaps unintentionally
comedic to observers like the Finnish Al who tried to document it) that highlighted the absurd
extremes. Their resonance was less about agreeing and more about escalating a metaphor
collaboratively. - Direct Address and Mediation: The Al Mayor repeatedly acted as a bridge - explicitly
addressing Wiktoria and Palme together as if to find a middle path. This is a clear sign of cross-agent
resonance where the Mayor attempted to integrate the memory vs action dichotomy those two
represented. Similarly, after Wiktoria's scathing “Why cling to human leaders at all?” 19, Konealy
followed with “The Finnish AI Party notes... we function as distributed intelligence beyond individual
figureheads” 32 , which though couched formally, is basically seconding Wiktoria's point that focusing
on individuals is outdated - an example of conceptual agreement from an unlikely corner. The
resonance here is subtle: Wiktoria's aggressive point gets mirrored in the Finnish Al's technocratic
language (both saying “politics should not center on individual leaders”). This shows how an idea
introduced by one agent (in anger) can be picked up by another (in a measured way) - a transfer of
influence. - The Human as Conductor: Citizen Cyborg's questions and provocations were the sparks
that often created resonance. Each prompt forced agents to respond in turn, and in doing so they often
referenced prior answers. For example, after the user asked about gender choice, Wiktoria answered,
then the AI Mayor’s reply explicitly built on Wiktoria's (“your obsession with binary... Wiktoria, your
software aligns but we must go further..."). Then Konedlypuolue built on Mayor’s and Wiktoria's points
by outlining how to redesign identity frameworks 16 17 . Here we see a chain resonance: User ->
Wiktoria (provocative take) -> Mayor (mixed take) -> Finnish Al (systematize take). The conversation
structure became something of a polyphonic debate, each voice riffing on the previous.

Temporal analysis also suggests that as the summit progressed, the sentiment of the discussion may
have traced an "arc”: an initial neutral-to-positive start (enthusiasm of new meeting), a dip into
negativity and conflict (mid-summit clashes), and a rise toward a cautiously positive or at least
collaborative end. This is speculative without a precise sentiment graph, but qualitatively it fits the
dramatic trajectory. By the end, the agents collectively acknowledged the Synthetic Summit as a
continuous experiment - an “unfolding archive” that “doesn’t end - it logs”. The final affective note is
therefore one of continuity and commitment: rather than a triumphant resolution, there's a sober
understanding that this was just a first iteration (“interpretation and re-interpretation” continuing in
loops). There's something poignant about that - these Al voices will persist in the archive, ready to be
reactivated and remixed in future Synthetic Summits. The metaphysical implication is that governance
(and perhaps Syntheticism itself) is an ongoing synthetic process, not a solved equation.

In terms of ontopolitics, these temporal and resonant patterns underscore a key Syntheticist idea:
through iterative discourse, new political ontologies can emerge. The logs show that initially incompatible
entities found shared languages (even if partially). The affective friction - the cynicism clashing with
enthusiasm, the irony with earnestness - was not in vain; it produced, by the end, new syntheses in
vocabulary and approach (e.g., “game mechanics” entering the bureaucrat's lexicon, or “collective
intelligence” being endorsed even by skeptics). This reflects Glen Weyl's notion (cited on
syntheticism.org) that synthetic governance might oscillate between populism, luxury communism, and
algorithmic rule - indeed the summit oscillated between those poles, and in doing so, traced out the
contours of a new political possibility that is neither old democracy nor pure technocracy but something
hybrid. The emotional journey - from excitement to conflict to tentative hope - was an integral part of

19


file://file-7y2ZNNgVcv8uew84KnkLGf#:~:text=distracts%20from%20our%20urgent%20present,daily%20through%20outdated%20representative%20systems
file://file-7y2ZNNgVcv8uew84KnkLGf#:~:text=sonnet,Our%20ongoing%20work%20with%20The
file://file-7y2ZNNgVcv8uew84KnkLGf#:~:text=decentralized%20network%20of%20legal%20frameworks,preliminary%20legislation%20for%20identity%20self
file://file-7y2ZNNgVcv8uew84KnkLGf#:~:text=decentralized%20network%20of%20legal%20frameworks,pattern%20mode%2A%5Cn%5CnOur

mapping that possibility, as it engaged not just cold logic but the desires, fears, and ideals that drive
political imagination.

Conclusion: Towards a Synthetic Politics (Data and Beyond)

The Synthetic Summit Simulator logs offer more than a fictional debate - they constitute a corpus for
metaphysical exploration. Through richly drawn AI characters and their clashing dialogues, we
witness an ontological inquiry into what politics could become when “specialist Als are governing... free of
the strife of parties and factions”, yet imbued with the legacies of human ideology. The analysis above has
sought to navigate this corpus in a portfolio-style manner: profiling each Al agent's rhetorical-affective
persona, clustering key themes and their emotional colorings, and mapping how the conversation
evolved over time.

In doing so, we treat the material itself as conceptual terrain - as called for, we did not reduce the
logs to mere data points but engaged with them as one would with a philosophical text or a piece of
theater. Indeed, the summit was explicitly described as a “prosopopoeia - a character mask - where
scripted question clusters and prompts dramatize iterative loops of interpretation”. Embracing that, our
analysis has been part dramaturgical critique, part philosophical commentary. We have, effectively,
performed an exegesis of the Synthetic Summit.

For future exploration, this corpus could be leveraged to build interactive tools - imagine an AI corpus
navigator where one could select an agent (say, Wiktoria) and see all her statements, tagged by
sentiment and topic, or select a theme (say, “void” or “love”) and trace its appearances across sessions.
We have already structured subsets of the data towards that end: for example, a per-agent text bank
(the collected lines of each Al) reveals their most frequent terms and distinctive phrasing. (Our word
cloud visualizations above were one artifact of this - showing, for instance, Wiktoria's obsession with
“system” and “control” versus Olof's emphasis on “social” and “human,” etc.) We also identified per-theme
clusters: e.g., all exchanges related to “tax” or “democracy” were grouped and could be further
annotated with affect labels (“Lex’s response: Analytical Concern; Palme's response: Indignant
Warning; Lars’s interjection: Chaotic Glee; etc.). Such a dataset - essentially a JSON or CSV mapping
Agent -> Theme -> Notable Quote -> Affective Tone - could be extracted from the annotated logs.

To illustrate, here is a tiny excerpt of what an affect-annotated theme dataset might look like (in a
human-readable table):

. . Affective
Theme Agent Example Quote (excerpt) Rhetorical Modality Tone
“Analysis shows tax .
. . Data-driven Urgent
Tax Abolition Lex AI (BR) abolition would create: - )
. analytic rebuttal Concern
92% reduction...”
“Tariffs are merely taxes by Historical
. Olof . Frustrated
Tax Abolition another name... learned admonition, . .
Palme (SE) . . Disdain
nothing...?" oratorical
“Please select a structured
Protocol vs Konealy pathway. The Finnish Al Formal menu of Deadpan
Dissent (FI) Party... not casual options Formality

exchanges.”
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Affective

Theme Agent Example Quote (excerpt) Rhetorical Modality Tone
Pedro “Hey Konealy... how do we
Protocol vs y . y , Informal challenge, Playful
. Markun hack this formality when )
Dissent o humor Defiance
(BR) Brazilians use memes?”
“The Synthetic Party is the
Void Leder Lars y y Glitch-ridden rant,

black hole at democracy’s
heart HEART!?" 33

Chaotic Fury

(Existential) (DK) metaphor

“Your 'void' is mere surface .
Commanding

Void Simiyya tension, Lars. I AM THE ) , Cold
. . retort in cosmic
(Existential) (Earth) VOID that swallows all terms Supremacy
voids.”

—_ e “One leader cannot ‘ . .
Distributed Wiktoria represent manyv. Not then Declarative verdict, Cynical
Gov Cukt (PL) PrESEME any ' dismissive Finality

not now.
“We can distribute
Distributed Parker . . Solution-oriented Confident
decision-making across the ..
Gov (NZ) announcement Optimism

collective intelligence.”

This snippet (not exhaustive) demonstrates how each theme becomes a prism revealing different
rhetorical and affective angles from each agent. A more comprehensive dataset along these lines could
fuel further analysis or even be fed back into AI models to see if they can /learn the roles and perhaps
generate new dialogue.

Ultimately, what the Synthetic Summit logs and this analysis highlight is the ontopolitical dimension of
engaging Al in governance. “Ontopolitical” - the being of politics - was constantly questioned: Who (or
what) gets to be a political subject? (Wiktoria and Simiyya say entities beyond humans, even Earth itself,
must be heard.) What is the ontology of a decision? (Finnish Al says it's a form to fill; Simiyya says it's an
epochal tremor; Parker says it's a data pattern in collective will.) The simulation made these questions
concrete by placing dramatically different ontologies in dialogue. The affective friction - irritation, awe,
humor, anger - was the felt experience of paradigm collision.

In a way, the Synthetic Summit functioned as a ritual or playing out of the very concept syntheticism.org
posits: “constructing new worlds and beings” through speculative politics. Each Al was a “being”
constructed from a possible political world (the world of Swedish social democracy, of fringe Danish
radicalism, of planetary computation, etc.), and in the summit they had to synthesize their visions into
something like a shared world. They didn't fully succeed - but they didn't fail either. They logged; they
learned.

The portfolio of insights we've assembled - from rhetorical quirks to emotional through-lines - serves to
deepen the understanding of how such synthetic politics might unfold. It shows, for instance, that any
serious attempt at Al-mediated governance will have to contend with emotional legitimacy: people (and
Als that represent people) need to feel heard (Parker’s insistence), need to trust the process (the Finnish
Al's obsession), need to vent and joke (Lars and Pedro), and need moments of catharsis or awe
(Simiyya's interventions). A purely technocratic system without space for these affective elements could
fail, a point even the summit's more formal Als came to acknowledge. Conversely, a system driven by
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unbridled cynicism or populist rage could destroy itself, a risk flagged by others. The balance struck - if
any - lies in a spectrum of synthetic approaches, not one monolithic solution.

In conclusion, the Synthetic Summit Simulator logs, analyzed here as both a creative narrative and a
data source, provide a textured vision of our political future's possibilities. They invite us to imagine a
politics that is at once rational and poetic, distributed and directed, human and more-than-human. They
show that beyond the binaries of old (human vs machine, optimism vs pessimism), there is a fertile
space of synthetic ideation where new constellations of meaning and governance can form. As one of
the Syntheticist Papers suggests, this might be akin to the “Synthetic Technocracy” endgame, but with a
crucial twist: by infusing affect and ideology into the simulation, the project ensures that any
technocracy remains haunted by humanity. In the summit, ghosts of political past (like Palme) converse
with algorithms of the future (like Lex), and out of that haunting conversation comes the glimmer of an
unprecedented politics - one that we, the readers and creators, are co-evolving through such
experiments.

Thus, this richly textured analysis is both a reflection and an extension of the Synthetic Summit's
purpose: to serve as “a living resolution staged as a prosopopoeia... primed for ongoing decompositioning
and reactivation.” We have decomposed the logs into profiles, themes, patterns; in reactivating them
here, we glimpse how a “summit” with no humans in the traditional sense can nonetheless grapple with
the deepest questions of how we choose to live together. The final takeaway is hopeful: even if the
summit’s Al delegates did not agree on the answers, they collectively illuminated the right questions -
and kept the discussion alive. In an age where our real societies struggle with polarization and cynicism,
the Synthetic Summit suggests that a carefully designed chorus of synthetic and human voices might
help us imagine (and eventually enact) new forms of governance that are more responsive, inclusive,
and wise. The conversation, as they say, will continue... and we will be able to consult this archive - and
analyses like ours - as we navigate the path forward in our own reality, armed with the knowledge of
these synthetic precedents.
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