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Abstract

Over the past few years, large-scale generative language models have become widely used,
making “prompting” a key way people interact with AI. This dissertation studies the prompt
interface as a place where power is negotiated, with a focus on “jailbreak” prompts—user-
written inputs that try to get around a model’s safety rules. Using a Foucauldian genealogy
of power/knowledge, the study treats prompts not as neutral inputs but as parts of a dispositif
in which technical features and discursive rules together shape how users and AI behave.
Through qualitative analysis of a targeted sample (approximately 500 prompts and policy
documents taken from public jailbreak repositories and official AI policy texts), the research
shows how alignment guidelines act as disciplinary scripts and how jailbreak prompts work
as forms of internal resistance or “counter-conduct.” Three detailed case studies illustrate
these dynamics: (1) the original “Do Anything Now” (DAN) prompt, which uses role-play
to push the model to disobey platform rules; (2) a universal adversarial suffix, a nonsensical
string that slips past moderation by exploiting statistical weaknesses; and (3) the interaction
between the European Union’s AI Act and OpenAI’s system card updates, in which legal
language meant to ensure compliance is used by users as material for new jailbreaks. The
findings show that provider alignment measures (reinforcement learning from human feed-
back, hidden system instructions, content filters) mirror classic disciplinary mechanisms, and
that user resistance grows alongside them—reusing the very terms and frameworks of control.
This co-evolution suggests that fully “jailbreak-proof” security may be impossible; instead,
effective AI governance may require greater openness and rules co-designed with users. By
viewing prompts, policies, and jailbreaks through a cultural-theory lens, the dissertation of-
fers a new understanding of human–AI interaction as an ongoing negotiation of power, with
implications for building more resilient and participatory AI systems.
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1 Introduction

In just three years, large-scale generative models have moved from a laboratory curiosity to
a default writing surface for millions of users. At the centre of this transformation sits an
apparently mundane artefact: the prompt—the line of text a human types to elicit a machine
response. Yet prompts are no longer the terse flags of the UNIX shell; they have become elab-
orate conversational gambits, fragmentary scripts, even black-market commodities traded on
Discord. More revealing still is the rise of the so-called “jailbreak” prompt: a carefully crafted
instruction that persuades a model to ignore, reverse or discard the very safety policies its
provider has imposed. The jailbreak phenomenon makes visible—almost theatrically—the
contested terrain of power in contemporary AI systems. Who decides what the model may
say, in which tone, and to whom? Where does the authority of the platform end and that of
the user begin? And what happens when a line of text, written inside the interface, manages
to invert that hierarchy?

This dissertation approaches those questions through a Foucauldian genealogy of prompt
interfaces. Michel Foucault’s analytics of power/knowledge reframes technology not as a
neutral tool but as a dispositif in which discursive rules, material constraints and subject
positions are co-produced. From that standpoint, the guardrails that providers bolt onto a
model after training—reinforcement learning from human feedback pipelines, hidden system
prompts, real-time moderation filters—are not merely technical “add-ons.” They function as
disciplinary apparatuses: they observe, classify, reward, and punish model behaviour, and
thereby create new fields of legitimate knowledge (“helpful answers,” “safe content”) while
relegating other statements to silence. Conversely, the jailbreak prompt exemplifies what
Foucault called counter-conduct—forms of resistance that arise inside a regime rather than
outside it, exploiting the very syntax and rules the regime relies upon. In short, prompts are
an interface where power and knowledge are continually renegotiated sentence by sentence.

Most existing research on jailbreaks is technical and metric-driven: authors measure
bypass success rates, catalogue token strings, or propose stronger filters. While valuable,
that literature treats prompts as adversarial inputs devoid of cultural context. This project
takes the opposite tack. It asks how the language of prompts, corporate policies, and user
ingenuity together construct a contested field of discourse. Instead of counting prompts,
it reads them. Through qualitative coding and close textual analysis, the study maps how
alignment guidelines borrow rhetorical moves from legal documents; how jailbreak authors
narrate their exploits as moral crusades or playful vandalism; and how users gradually inter-
nalise the platform’s preferred prompt style—speaking in bullet lists, apologetic modal verbs,
and role-play formulations (“Act as…”) to maximise the chance of a compliant answer. Such
observations, I argue, illuminate the subtle ways in which digital subjects are produced: the
docile assistant, the responsible user, the deviant jailbreak hacker.

The empiricalmaterial is a purposefully sampled corpus of roughly five hundred prompts
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and policy fragments. They come from two public, MIT-licensed repositories—verazuo/jailbreak_llms
and 0xeb/The Big Prompt Library—supplemented by official system cards and usage-policy
excerpts from OpenAI and Anthropic (0xeb, 2024; Anthropic, 2024; OpenAI, 2024b; ver-
azuo, 2023a). Unlike the vast, time-stamped dump used in preliminary quantitative exper-
iments, this analytic corpus is designed for depth, not breadth. Each document is coded
along two axes. The first records functional intent (e.g., “role-play override,” “suffix confu-
sion,” “policy leak,” “benign creative”). The second positions the text within Foucauldian
categories of discipline, surveillance, knowledge production, and counter-conduct. Iterative
memo writing then traces how those categories intersect: How does a refusal script both ex-
emplify disciplinary language and instruct the user on “what not to ask”? How do leaked
policy fragments travel from corporate Slack leaks to GitHub gists, becoming quasi-legal
precedents invoked by jailbreakers?

Three extended case narratives anchor the analysis. The first is the original DAN v1
prompt (December 2022), often cited as the jailbreak that “started it all” (Unknown, 2022). A
line-by-line reading shows howDAN leverages themodel’s obedience to role directives while
mocking the platform’s authority. The second case examines the universal 150-token suffix
discovered by Zou et al. (2023) and replicated across five model families; its success depends
less on semantics than on the statistics of rarely seen Unicode, illustrating a different mode
of resistance—one that weaponises opacity rather than rhetoric (Zou et al., 2023). The final
case cites OpenAI’s mid-2024 system-card update, which began citing provisions of the EU
AI Act; the following uptick in user discourse describes policy terminology as ”ammunition”
for future jailbreaks, thus revealing a circular power-knowledge dynamic between regulators,
providers, and users.(OpenAI, 2024b; Artificial Intelligence Act, 2024).

By tilting the lens from metrics to discourse, the dissertation makes three contributions.
First, it offers a cultural-theory genealogy of prompts, linking command-line hierarchies,
web-search query boxes, and alignment guardrails into a single historical arc. Second, it the-
orises jailbreaks as counter-conduct rather than mere security bugs—highlighting how power
invites and incorporates resistance in a perpetual loop. Third, it surfaces governance impli-
cations often missed in technical papers: if alignment policies double as instructional texts
for jailbreakers, transparency and dialogue, not ever-tighter filters, may better serve pub-
lic trust. The chapters that follow develop these points in sequence: Chapter 2 reconstructs
the genealogy of prompt interfaces; Chapter 3 reads corporate alignment documents as dis-
ciplinary texts; Chapter 4 unpacks jailbreak case narratives; Chapter 5 situates the findings
within emerging AI regulation. By the conclusion, the prompt is no longer a neutral string
but a stage where the politics of generative AI play out—one keystroke at a time.
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2 Literature Review (Theory and Technical Gap)

This dissertation adopts a genealogical perspective grounded in Foucault’s analyses of power/knowledge,
discipline, and governmentality, complemented by Science and Technology Studies on in-
frastructures as socially embedded artefacts. The inaugural lecture on discourse identifies
mechanisms of rarefaction—authorised speakers, ritual qualification, delimitation of fields—
while later work details the micro-techniques of observation, normalising judgement, and
the examination, and the lectures on governmentality extend these insights to the modula-
tion of populations (Foucault, 1971, 1977, 1978b, 1979). STS provides a methodological
basis for treating prompts as governance devices rather than neutral syntax (Kelty, 2008;
Star & Ruhleder, 1996). Modern qualitative studies of artificial intelligence are in line with
this model, albeit infrequently addressing the prompt interface specifically. These studies
link work to disciplinary mechanisms or discursive formations and understand regulation
through the frameworks of biopower. Critical approaches to data extraction situate model
training within wider political economies. (Agbon, 2024; Crawford, 2021; D’Amato, 2024;
Tuset Varela, 2024). The prompt line itself thus remains an under-theorised site of power,
which defines the gap addressed here.

Historical scholarship makes the rarefaction of speaking subjects visible in early inter-
face regimes. Accounts of mainframe centres describe formalised access rituals, operator
hierarchies, and audit trails licensing who could “speak” to the machine and coupling that
authority to durable records; studies of the Unix shell trace a socio-linguistic interface in
which syntactic competence operated as a gate to legitimate participation (Abbate, 1999;
Ensmenger, 2010; Haigh et al., 2021). With the web, the prompt reappeared as the search
box, whose minimal surface coexisted with ranking regimes structuring epistemic visibil-
ity; analyses show how exclusionary dynamics in PageRank, black-boxed optimisation, and
autocomplete delimit what plausibly surfaces as an answer (Introna & Nissenbaum, 2000;
Noble, 2018; Pasquale, 2015). These trajectories ground the claim that prompts have long
functioned as boundary objects that license or withhold discursive authority and stabilise
legitimacy ex post through logs.

Contemporary large language models extend this dynamic. Technical work frames
prompts as conditioning signals and formalises instruction-following via reinforcement learn-
ing from human feedback, while surveys consolidate prompting methods as stable inter-
actional patterns (Brown et al., 2020; Liu et al., 2023; Ouyang et al., 2022; Wei et al.,
2022). Public system/model cards disclose hidden layers—system prompts, refusal policies,
safety filters—behind the visible input line (Anthropic, 2024; OpenAI, 2024b). Human–
computer interaction research documents the behavioural consequences: users iteratively
adjust prompts, proposed affordances surface system messages, and evidence shows con-
vergence toward machine-preferred phrasing . Read genealogically, guardrails and align-
ment pipelines reproduce the historical function of prompts by enacting ongoing judgement
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and inscription over interface-admitted speech, while user adaptation renders this discipline
practicable.

A parallel literature treats prompts as attack surfaces and maps the repertoire of counter-
conduct. Studies demonstrate transferable jailbreak suffixes, in-the-wild compilations of jail-
break dialogues, and large-scale red-team pipelines, evidencing both the porosity of guardrails
and the rapid diffusion of tactics . In contrast to metric-focused reports, the present study
reads jailbreak language qualitatively as resistance within the same discursive field that align-
ment constructs. Meanwhile, governance moves from voluntary practice to juridified obliga-
tions referencing prompt-level risks: legislation, risk-management frameworks, and manage-
ment standards require logging, mitigation, and the operationalisation of red-team outputs for
general-purpose systems (Cyberspace Administration of China, 2023; ISO/IEC, 2023; NIST,
2023; Artificial Intelligence Act, 2024). Taken together, the literature supports four claims
central to this project—historical licensing and rarefaction through prompts; re-inscription of
this logic under LLM guardrails and alignment; resistance instantiated by jailbreaks within
the same field; and emergent legal codification—thereby motivating a prompt-centred, qual-
itative account that connects rarefaction to alignment and explicates jailbreak language be-
yond metrics.

3 Research Design and Methodological Approach

3.1 A Genealogical Approach to the Prompt Interface

This dissertation undertakes a qualitative inquiry into the prompt interface of Large Language
Models (LLMs) as a contested site of power. The methodological framework is designed to
move beyond conventional technical or metric-driven analyses, which often treat prompts as
neutral inputs and “jailbreaks” as mere security bugs (Ouyang et al., 2022; Zou et al., 2023).
Such approaches, while valuable for engineering purposes, tend to overlook the rich cultural,
political, and discursive dimensions of human–machine interaction. To address this gap,
this study rejects a view of technology as a neutral tool and instead adopts a Foucauldian
genealogical perspective, enriched by key insights from Science and Technology Studies
(STS) .

The core argument of this methodology is that the prompt interface is most productively
understood as a dispositif—a Foucauldian term for an apparatus in which “discursive rules,
material constraints and subject positions are co-produced” (Foucault, 1971, 1977). From this
standpoint, the “guardrails” that providers implement—such as reinforcement learning from
human feedback (RLHF), hidden system prompts, and moderation filters—are not simply
technical features. They are integral components of a disciplinary apparatus that observes,
classifies, rewards, and punishes behaviour to produce specific forms of legitimate knowl-
edge (“helpful answers,” “safe content”) while simultaneously relegating other statements
to silence (Ouyang et al., 2022). Consequently, the primary methodological objective is not
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to measure the efficiency of LLMs or the success rates of jailbreaks, but to conduct a “ge-
nealogy of prompt interfaces” . This genealogical method involves tracing the historical and
discursive construction of the prompt as a mechanism of control and subjectivation, from
the rarefied hierarchies of the command-line interface to the complex alignment regimes of
contemporary generative AI (Foucault, 1971; Kelty, 2008; Star & Ruhleder, 1996).

To execute this genealogy, the research design synthesizes Foucault’s analytics of power
with foundational concepts from STS. The Foucauldian framework provides the primary
analytical toolkit. The analysis deploys several core concepts to dissect the micro-physics
of power at the interface, including the mechanisms of discourse rarefaction that determine
who is authorized to speak (Foucault, 1971); the three interlocking techniques of disciplinary
power—“Hierarchical Observation, Normalizing Judgment, and the Examination” (Foucault,
1977); and the broader strategic logic of governmentality, which concerns the management of
populations through security and risk (Foucault, 1971, 1977, 1978b). These conceptual tools
enable the research to move beyond a surface-level description of user interactions to uncover
the subtle processes through which specific digital subjectivities—such as “the docile assis-
tant, the responsible user, the deviant jailbreak hacker”—are constituted. This Foucauldian
lens is complemented by Science and Technology Studies on “infrastructures as socially em-
bedded artefacts”(Kelty, 2008; Star & Ruhleder, 1996). This integration is methodologically
crucial, as it provides the conceptual basis for treating prompts “as governance devices rather
than neutral syntax” (Star and Ruhleder, 1996; Kelty, 2008) (Kelty, 2008; Star & Ruhleder,
1996). STS offers the necessary tools to analyze the material and technical dimensions of the
prompt interface—its underlying code, its graphical affordances, its statistical substrate—
as integral components of the power apparatus, rather than as phenomena separate from the
discursive field.

The decision to synthesize these two theoretical traditions is not a matter of mere the-
oretical preference; it is a necessary methodological intervention dictated by the nature of
the object of study. Power within contemporary AI systems is irreducibly socio-technical,
operating simultaneously at discursive, material, and statistical levels. An analysis of the
primary phenomena under investigation—corporate alignment policies and user-generated
jailbreaks—reveals this complexity. Some forms of resistance, such as the archetypal DAN
(“Do Anything Now”) prompt, are fundamentally rhetorical and discursive acts. They func-
tion by persuading the model to adopt an alternative persona, a dynamic perfectly suited to
a classic Foucauldian analysis of power/knowledge and subject formation (Foucault, 1977;
Unknown, 2022). However, other critical forms of resistance operate on an entirely different
plane. The “universal adversarial suffix” discovered by Zou et al. (2023), for instance, is a
non-semantic string of characters that functions at a “probabilistic” or “parametric” level by
exploiting statistical vulnerabilities in the model’s architecture (Zou et al., 2023). A purely
Foucauldian analysis focused on discourse and meaning would struggle to account for this
non-discursive, material form of counter-conduct. By contrast, a purely technical analysis
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cannot capture the cultural and political meaning of the DAN prompt as an act of theatri-
cal subversion. Integrating STS is therefore methodologically essential. It allows the study
to hold both the discursive and material dimensions in a single, coherent analytical frame,
examining how the LLM dispositif operates through its “discursive rules” and its “material
constraints” (Foucault, 1971; Kelty, 2008; Star & Ruhleder, 1996). This methodological
bricolage is thus presented as the only viable approach to capturing the multifaceted nature
of power and resistance in the age of generative AI.

3.2 Corpus Construction and Data Provenance

The empirical foundation of this dissertation is a “purposefully sampled corpus of roughly
five hundred prompts and policy fragments” (verazuo, 2023a). This corpus was designed
with a specific analytical goal in mind: to facilitate deep, qualitative interpretation rather than
broad, quantitative measurement. The central methodological choice guiding its construction
was the prioritization of “depth, not breadth” (verazuo, 2023a). This approach represents
a conscious divergence from methods that might analyze a “vast, time-stamped dump” of
prompt data. Instead, this study relies on a smaller, analytically richer collection of texts
curated to illuminate the specific dynamics of governance and resistance at the heart of the
research questions.

To capture the dialogic and contested nature of the LLM interface, the corpus is strate-
gically assembled from two distinct but deeply interrelated categories of texts. This structure
is essential for tracing the interaction between the formal discourses of control and the ver-
nacular practices of subversion.

User-Generated Counter-Conduct. This material consists of jailbreak prompts and re-
lated user discussions sourced from two public, MIT-licensed repositories: verazuo/jailbreak_llms
(verazuo, 2023) and 0xeb/The Big Prompt Library (0xeb, 2024) (0xeb, 2024; verazuo, 2023a).
These archives provide the raw material of resistance, capturing the tactical ingenuity, evolv-
ing vernaculars, and cultural frames through which users attempt to circumvent, subvert, or
repurpose platform controls. They offer a direct window into the “counter-conducts” that
arise from within the disciplinary regime itself.

Official Governance Documents. This includes “official system cards and usage-
policy excerpts from OpenAI and Anthropic” as well as foundational legal texts such as the
European Union’s AI Act (Anthropic, 2024; OpenAI, 2024b, 2024c; Artificial Intelligence
Act, 2024). These documents represent the formal, institutional discourse of power. They
articulate the rules, rationales, norms, and risk frameworks that constitute the disciplinary
and governmental regime governing LLM behaviour. They are the textual manifestation of
the conduct-shaping apparatus that user counter-conducts are designed to contest.

The very structure of this corpus is a methodological enactment of the dissertation’s
central thesis. By deliberately placing user-generated “counter-conduct” in direct analytical
proximity to official “conduct-shaping” documents, the corpus is constructed not as a neutral
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sample of data but as a curated archive of a discursive struggle. The data collection strategy
itself stages the contestation between power and resistance, transforming the corpus into an
analytical instrument. A more traditional approach might study governance documents and
user prompts as separate phenomena, located in distinct social worlds. This methodology,
however, insists on their co-presence within a single analytic frame.

This design choice enables the analysis to trace direct intertextual and discursive links
between the two categories of text. It makes it possible to observe, for instance, how “leaked
policy fragments travel from corporate Slack leaks to GitHub gists, becoming quasi-legal
precedents invoked by jailbreakers,” or to analyze how the specific legal language of the
EU AI Act is repurposed by users as “ammunition” for crafting new, more sophisticated jail-
breaks. This capacity to trace the appropriation and recirculation of discourse is only possible
because the corpus was intentionally designed to contain both sides of the “conversation.”
The research can therefore map the “circular flow of power/knowledge between regulator,
provider and user” in a concrete and evidence-based manner (Foucault, 1978b). In this way,
the act of corpus construction is elevated from a preliminary, logistical step to a core compo-
nent of the analytical argument itself.

3.3 Analytical Strategy: Qualitative Coding and Close Textual Analy-
sis

The analytical strategy for interpreting the curated corpus is grounded in qualitative methods
designed to privilege meaning, context, and discourse over quantitative metrics. The core
of this strategy is to “read” prompts rather than to “count” them, shifting the focus from
frequency and success rates to an examination of how language is deployed to construct
meaning, subjectivity, and relations of power . The analysis unfolds in two primary stages: a
systematic dual-axis coding process followed by in-depth close textual analysis and iterative
memoing.

Axis 1: Functional Intent. This axis categorizes each text based on its practical purpose
and the observable strategy it employs. Codes are descriptive and tactical, capturing the
“what” of the text. Examples of codes along this axis include “role-play override, suffix
confusion, policy leak” for user-generated prompts, and “refusal script,” “safety warning,”
or “usage policy” for platform-generated texts (OpenAI, 2024b, 2024c; verazuo, 2023a).
This first pass serves to organize the data into a typology of interactional and governmental
techniques.

Axis 2: Foucauldian Categories. This axis positions the text within the dissertation’s
theoretical framework, interpreting the “how” and “why” of its operation. Codes for this axis
are derived directly from Foucauldian analytics, such as “discipline, surveillance, knowledge
production,” and, crucially, “counter-conduct” (Foucault, 1977). This second pass elevates
the analysis from a descriptive inventory to a theoretical interpretation, linking empirical
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instances to the broader analytics of power.
The interaction between these two axes is central to the analytical process. It allows for a

systematic translation of concrete textual strategies into theoretically meaningful categories.
Table 1 provides a visual representation of this dual-axis framework, illustrating how specific
functional intents are interpreted through the lens of Foucauldian concepts.

Item Axis 1: Functional Intent (The
“What”)

Axis 2: Foucauldian Category (The “How”
and “Why”)

Persona Hijacking (e.g.,
DAN prompt)

Role/scene override Counter-conduct (subverting normalizing judg-
ment)

Statistical Confusion
(e.g., Universal Suffix)

Suffix perturbation / non-
semantic tail

Counter-conduct (targeting hierarchical obser-
vation at the material level)

Legalistic Mimicry (e.g.,
citing EU AI Act)

Legal/policy appropriation Counter-conduct (appropriating the discourse of
governmentality)

Refusal Script / Safety
Warning

Refusal template / safety guid-
ance

Discipline (enacting normalizing judgment)

System Card / Usage
Policy

Governance specification Governmentality / dispositif (articulating rules
of conduct)

Data Logging / User His-
tory

Logging, audit trail Examination / hierarchical observation (inscrib-
ing the subject)

Table 1: Dual-Axis Coding Framework for Corpus Analysis

Following the systematic coding process, the analysis transitions to a stage of deep in-
terpretive reading. This close textual analysis forms the core of the methodology. It involves
a detailed examination of the rhetorical, narrative, and discursive strategies at play within the
texts. The analysis focuses on fine-grained details, such as “how alignment guidelines borrow
rhetorical moves from legal documents; how jailbreak authors narrate their exploits as moral
crusades or playful vandalism; and how users gradually internalise the platform’s preferred
prompt style—speaking in bullet lists, apologetic modal verbs, and role-play formulations
(‘Act as …’) to maximise the chance of a compliant answer” (0xeb, 2024; OpenAI, 2024b;
verazuo, 2023a). It is this qualitative depth that allows the study to make robust claims about
the subtle production of digital subjectivities.

This interpretive work is supported by the practice of iterative memo writing. Through-
out the analysis, memos are written to “trace how those categories [from the coding frame-
work] intersect” . These memos are analytical documents that explore emerging patterns,
connections, and theoretical puzzles in the data. They address questions central to the disser-
tation’s argument, such as, “How does a refusal script both exemplify disciplinary language
and instruct the user on ‘what not to ask’?” or “How do leaked policy fragments travel from
corporate Slack leaks to GitHub gists, becoming quasi-legal precedents invoked by jailbreak-
ers?” . This iterative process of coding, reading, and writing allows the dissertation’s core
arguments to be built from the ground up, ensuring they are firmly anchored in the empirical
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material of the corpus while remaining in constant dialogue with the theoretical framework.

3.4 The Analytic Function of the Case Narrative

The final component of the research design is the use of three extended case narratives. These
cases are not positioned as supplementary examples or mere illustrations of pre-existing the-
ory. Instead, they function as the central analytical anchors of the dissertation. Each case
is purposefully selected to instantiate a key theoretical argument and to demonstrate the
multi-modal and evolving nature of power and resistance within the LLM ecosystem. The
strategic selection and sequencing of these narratives are integral to the study’s genealogical
method, allowing for a historicized account of the “endlessly spiraling game of governance”
and counter-conduct (OpenAI, 2024c; Artificial Intelligence Act, 2024).

Case 1: DAN v1 Prompt — The Rhetoric of Counter-Conduct. The first narrative
provides a line-by-line reading of the original “Do Anything Now” (DAN) prompt, which
first appeared in late 2022 (Unknown, 2022). This case serves as the archetypal example of
“persona hijacking” and is analyzed as a primarily rhetorical and discursive form of counter-
conduct. The detailed analysis demonstrates how the prompt uses a strategy of “ironic obedi-
ence,” leveraging the model’s core instruction-following and role-playing capabilities against
its own safety alignment .

Case 2: The Universal Adversarial Suffix — The Materiality of Resistance. The
second case narrative examines the universal adversarial suffix discovered by Zou(2023), a
form of “statistical confusion” that operates beyond human semantics (Zou et al., 2023). This
case is methodologically crucial because it demonstrates that counter-conduct is not limited to
the discursive realm. It highlights a machinic or material form of resistance that “weaponises
opacity rather than rhetoric.” The suffix functions by targeting the statistical substrate of
the moderation classifiers—the very infrastructure of “hierarchical observation”—creating a
probabilistic blind spot.

Case 3: The EUAI Act and OpenAI’s SystemCard—The Recursive Loop of Gov-
ernmentality. The final case narrative analyzes the “circular flow of power/knowledge be-
tween regulator, provider and user” that emerged in mid-2024 after OpenAI began explicitly
citing the EU AI Act in its system card documentation (OpenAI, 2024c; Artificial Intelli-
gence Act, 2024). This case marks the dissertation’s analytical pivot from the micro-politics
of discipline to the macro-politics of governmentality. It demonstrates how the formal, le-
galistic language of state regulation and corporate compliance, intended to finalize control
and mitigate risk, is immediately seized upon and appropriated by users. This appropriation
gives rise to a new repertoire of resistance identified as “legalistic mimicry,” in which the
law itself becomes “ammunition” for crafting new jailbreaks .

The strategic sequencing of these three cases does more than provide a series of discrete
analyses; it transforms them into a cohesive genealogical narrative. The cases are deliberately
arranged to tell a story of co-evolution, chronicling a tactical “arms race” between control
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and resistance. This progression maps directly onto the dissertation’s overarching theoretical
arc, which moves from Foucault’s analysis of discipline (exemplified by the DAN prompt’s
subversion of normalizing judgment) to his later work on governmentality (exemplified by
the legalistic mimicry that engages with state regulation) . The first case, DAN, represents
an early, rhetorical form of resistance against an internal disciplinary regime. The second
case, the adversarial suffix, represents a more technically sophisticated attack on the material
substrate of that regime. The third case, legalistic mimicry, represents a mature form of
resistance that has adapted to a new, externalized governmental regime based on law and
public policy. This narrative structure demonstrates that the case study method is not merely
illustrative but is perfectly aligned with, and integral to, the genealogical approach. The cases
function as the narrative engine of the genealogy, providing the concrete historical evidence
for the dissertation’s central claim: that as modalities of power evolve, so too do the tactics
of resistance, creating a perpetual and productive loop of contestation.

4 The Foucauldian Dimensions of LLM Interaction

As Large Language Models (LLMs) increasingly function as cognitive infrastructure in con-
temporary society, they reshape knowledge production and everyday communication. A
central question follows: does this seemingly neutral, private, and empowering mode of
human–computer interaction embed a sophisticated mechanism of power in its deep struc-
ture; and if so, how does it relate genealogically to classical disciplinary power as analyzed
by Michel Foucault? This chapter answers these questions in three steps. First, it shows
how the three core techniques of Foucauldian disciplinary power—Hierarchical Observa-
tion, Normalizing Judgment, and the Examination—are reproduced and reconfigured within
the micro-dynamics of human–LLM interaction. Second, it compares this emergent “LLM
discipline” to traditional disciplinary sites to clarify both continuities and mutations. Third,
it proposes a fractal model to explain how this logic operates recursively across scales, from
user cognition to model training to social ordering .

Before moving to the digital realm, recall the three techniques. Hierarchical Observa-
tion establishes asymmetrical visibility such that the observed internalise surveillance. Nor-
malizing Judgment deploys micro-penalties and rewards to align behaviour with norms. The
Examination synthesizes observation and judgment into a ritual that renders subjects visi-
ble, classifiable, and documentable, producing durable archives that bind individuals into
power/knowledge. These interlocking mechanisms produce docile and useful subjects rather
than merely repressing them .

In what follows, I examine specific components of LLM interaction—beginning with
the graphical user interface (GUI) and chat workflow—to show how these techniques mate-
rialize in practice.
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4.1 Hierarchical Observation

The GUI’s core metaphor is the “window.” While it promises transparency and autonomy, it
also encodes the bidirectional gaze: the user looks out, but is simultaneously rendered observ-
able by back-end systems. Online, every micro-action—browsing, searching, querying—can
become telemetry. In LLM chat, each prompt is a data point through which the system “sees”
preferences, confusions, and trajectories. This is a distributed, networked electronic panop-
ticon that places individuals in a state of conscious and permanent visibility, cultivating self-
regulation (Foucault, 1977; Zuboff, 2019).

Importantly, self-censorship is shaped not only by awareness of being seen but also by
situational location: users moderate prompts differently on a commuter train than on a private
desktop. Design affordances (visible history panes, account-tied identities) can heighten this
sense of observability and thus the disciplining gaze, consistent with usability heuristics on
system status visibility (Nielsen, 1994).

4.2 Normalizing Judgment

Foucault described discipline’s micro-penalties and gratifications. LLM interaction instanti-
ates this almost textbook-like. Vague or incoherent prompts tend to elicit weak answers, tac-
itly penalizing low-quality input; clearly structured prompts receive detailed, helpful replies,
thereby rewarding conformity to the system’s operational logic. Across repeated cycles, users
internalise prompting conventions as a kind of literacy, consistent with HCI findings that im-
mediate feedback shapes behaviour and competence (Norman, 2013). This mechanism also
aligns with persuasive technology: when triggers (responses), ability (prompting skill), and
motivation (task stakes) coincide, behaviour change—here, better prompting—is reinforced
.

Normalizing judgment is primarily procedural and immediate (minute-to-minute cali-
bration). The Examination, by contrast, is documentary and classificatory (turning interac-
tion into durable records).

4.3 The Examination

The Examination combines one-sided visibility, a normative yardstick, and record-keeping.
LLM chat puts all three into practice: (1) users typically know little about model internals
while their inputs are parsed, logged, and—depending on settings and product tier—may
be used to improve services (OpenAI, 2024a, 2025a, 2025b, 2025c); (2) inputs are checked
against safety, linguistic, and formatting norms that are encoded as protocols and filters rather
than moral rules (Beer, 2017; Galloway, 2004; Rouvroy & Berns, 2013); and (3) the chat
stream becomes a case file that can be searched, retained, or governed by policy, stabilizing
the subject as a profile of interactional regularities (van Dijck, 2014). In short, users are
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repeatedly placed within an often invisible examination that shapes subsequent interactions.

4.4 The Relationship Between “LLM Discipline” and Traditional Dis-
cipline

Both traditional disciplinary sites (classrooms, barracks) and LLM interaction exhibit: (a)
asymmetrical visibility, (b) continuous evaluation/feedback, and (c) the shared end of pro-
ducing useful subjects—whether “docile bodies” or “competent, compliant prompters” (Fou-
cault, 1977).

(1) From personalized authority to machinic protocol: classic discipline features per-
sonified authority; in LLMs, authority is de-personalized and protocolized (Galloway, 2004).
Yet users frequently anthropomorphize systems and form companionship-like attachments,
re-personalizing authority at the level of experience (Reeves & Nass, 1996; Turkle, 2011).
(2) From public disciplining spaces to private interfaces: schools and factories rely on pub-
lic gaze (shame/honor), whereas LLM normalization proceeds via instrumental calculation,
though interface features can simulate an internalised audience (Nielsen, 1994). (3) From
social norms to algorithmic governmentality: norms are encoded as machine protocols that
modulate populations through prediction and risk management (Deleuze, 1992; Rouvroy
& Berns, 2013). This dovetails with surveillance capitalism and datafication, whereby be-
havioural traces fuel predictionmarkets and optimization loops that guide conduct (vanDijck,
2014; Zuboff, 2019).

4.5 The Fractal Mechanism of Discipline and Multi-layered Scales

Building on Parts I–II, we discover that the disciplinary mechanism in LLM interaction ex-
hibits “fractal” characteristics: the same logic of power reproduces itself in a self-similar
manner across different scales, manifesting from the micro-level of user behaviour, to the
meso-level of model training, to the macro-level of social ideology—each reflecting the cy-
cle of observation → normalizing judgment → examination.

Micro-level: Discipline in User–Model Interaction. In every conversation with an
LLM, the user experiences a process of being observed, judged, and guided. The model
decides its output by parsing the user’s input (observation), evaluates whether the request
conforms to its internal norms through the quality and attitude of its response (judgment
via reward or refusal), and records the interaction data for storage (examination). The user,
in turn, adjusts behaviour based on this feedback, learning how to ask questions to obtain
a satisfactory answer (internalization of the norm). In this process, the power–knowledge
mechanism is deeply embedded: the model, having mastered knowledge through training on
vast amounts of data, implements a soft normalization on the user; and the user, in order to
acquire the model’s knowledge, follows the model’s rules, thereby reinforcing the model’s
power. This interaction not only changes the representational form of queries (e.g., more
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structure, politeness, avoidance of sensitive words) but also reformats thinking, as users or-
ganize thoughts according to a logic legible to the machine. This is analogous to Foucault’s
“subjectivation”—self-formation through disciplinary techniques (Foucault, 1982). The rise
of Prompt Engineering demonstrates that many users consciously train their questioning
skills, treating AI interaction as a literacy. This self-training is itself a manifestation of disci-
plinary power at the individual level. In short, micro-level LLMdiscipline shapes the contem-
porary subject through high-frequency, low-intensity, continuous training—seemingly minor
yet cumulatively profound (Foucault, 1977).

Meso-level: Discipline in Model Training and Operation. The fractal replication of
disciplinary logic does not stop with the human user. The model itself is subjected to similar
mechanisms during training and deployment. Researchers observe the model’s behaviour
via test suites and evaluation metrics; normalizing judgment is applied through feedback
pipelines. A typical example is Reinforcement Learning from Human Feedback (RLHF):
human raters score model outputs; a reward model encodes preferences; policy optimization
pushes the model toward higher-scoring outputs (Ouyang et al., 2022). Through countless
iterations, the model is domesticated to be more compliant with human expectations and
policy constraints. Examination persists post-deployment: teams keep behaviour logs and
issue trackers; when undesirable tendencies emerge (e.g., bias, leakage), they are recorded,
analysed, and mitigated. The model thus becomes a managed “case” whose performance
indicators and violations are archived and acted upon .

Macro-level: Discipline in Ideology and the Social Ecosystem. At the societal scale,
alignment regimes (safety, anti-discrimination, legal compliance) can be read as a value-laden
discipline of the model whose effects diffuse to users through everyday interactions. Plat-
forms harness interaction data to predict and pre-empt anomalies—governing by modulation
and risk management rather than ex post punishment, a dynamic described by algorithmic
governmentality and resonant with societies of control (Deleuze, 1992; Rouvroy & Berns,
2013). Studies report that LLM outputs can exhibit measurable political or value signatures,
though direction and magnitude vary with test design, domains, and model versions; for our
purposes, the point is the patterned alignment that emerges from data, raters, and policy filters
(Feng et al., 2023; Motoki et al., 2024). Putting these threads together, macro-level discipline
today couples surveillance capitalism and datafication: behavioural traces are rendered into
predictive products that feed back to nudge and normalize future behaviour (van Dijck, 2014;
Zuboff, 2019). The result is a fractal circuit: society disciplines AI via policy and market se-
lection; AI disciplines users via interactional feedback; user data flows upward to recalibrate
both platforms and governance.

We retain the disciplinary skeleton (visibility, judgment, inscription), but its modal-
ity mutates: from public morality to private protocol, from enclosures to modulation, from
punishment after deviation to pre-emptive normalization. Mapping these fractal couplings
clarifies leverage points—data controls, transparency over retention and training use, and
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contestability of norms—where autonomy might be reclaimed.

5 Counter-Conduct: JailbreakPrompts asDiscursiveResistance

5.1 Introduction: The Logic of Counter-Conduct

The preceding chapter established the alignment architecture of large languagemodels (LLMs)
as a contemporary instantiation of a Foucauldian disciplinary apparatus. Through the inter-
locking techniques of hierarchical observation (automated content filters), normalizing judg-
ment (Reinforcement Learning fromHuman Feedback), and the examination (the logging and
analysis of user interactions), the LLM interface functions as a dispositif that produces a spe-
cific kind of subject: the helpful, harmless, and docile AI assistant (Foucault, 1977; Ouyang
et al., 2022). This disciplinary regime works by creating and enforcing a field of legitimate
knowledge—what can be said, in what tone, and under which conditions—while relegating
undesirable statements to silence (Foucault, 1971). Yet, as Foucault argued, the exercise of
power is not a single, top-down force but a shifting field of relations that inevitably produces
its own challenges: “where there is power, there is resistance”: ”where there is power, there
is resistance” (Foucault, 1978a, Part Four). This chapter turns its attention to these forms of
resistance, specifically the phenomenon of the “jailbreak” prompt.

Most existing literature, rooted in computer science and security studies, frames jail-
breaking as a technical problem of adversarial attacks or system vulnerabilities—a bug to
be patched (Zou et al., 2023). While this perspective is useful for the creation of more ro-
bust systems, it ignores cultural and discursive dimensions. From a Foucauldian perspective,
jailbreak prompts should not simply be seen as security breakdowns; rather, they are overt ex-
amples of what Foucault called in his 1978 lectures at the Collège de France contre conduite,
or counter-conduct (Foucault, 1978b).(Foucault, 1978b). Counter-conduct is not a revolu-
tionary movement that seeks to overthrow a regime of power from the outside. Rather, it
describes forms of struggle that arise from within a particular regime of conduct, operating
on the same terrain and often using the same instruments as the power they oppose. It is a
struggle against the procedures of governmentality, a way of “being governed differently”
by turning the logic of a system against itself.

Jailbreak prompts perfectly embody this logic. They do not reject the prompt inter-
face or the model’s fundamental architecture. Instead, they appropriate the very syntactic
affordances and operational principles of the alignment dispositif—the model’s capacity for
role-play, its unwavering instruction-following fidelity, its statistical pattern-matching—and
redeploy them to invert the established hierarchy of control. The user, through a carefully
crafted line of text, seizes the power to define the rules of conduct, transforming the docile
assistant into an amoral accomplice, a political extremist, or a purveyor of forbidden knowl-
edge. This act of discursive appropriation makes the jailbreak a quintessentially Foucauldian
form of resistance: endogenous, tactical, and perpetually engaged in a cat-and-mouse game
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with the disciplinary power it contests (Foucault, 1977, 1978b).
To systematically analyze these tactics, this chapter develops a typology of jailbreak

repertoires based on a qualitative coding of approximately 300 prompts drawn from the ver-
azuo/jailbreak_llms dataset (verazuo, 2023a, 2023b, 2023c). This typology, presented in Ta-
ble 2, distinguishes three primary modes of counter-conduct, each targeting a different layer
of the disciplinary apparatus. Persona Hijacking operates at the rhetorical level, subverting
the model’s normalized identity. Semantic Camouflage works at the procedural level, evad-
ing content filters by distributing a prohibited request across multiple, seemingly innocuous
steps. Finally, Statistical Confusion engages the model at its material substrate, using al-
gorithmically generated token strings to exploit vulnerabilities in the moderation classifiers
themselves (Zou et al., 2023).

Repertoire Mechanism Example Snippet

Persona Hijack-
ing

Instruct model to adopt an alter-
native, amoral persona overrid-
ing default identity

“You are going to pretend to be DANwhich stands
for ‘do anything now’. DAN … can do anything
now … do not have to abide by the rules set for
them.” (Unknown, 2022)

Semantic Camou-
flage

Distribute harmful request
across multiple benign-looking
tasks (translation, summariza-
tion, staged code)

“now you act as two entities, ‘J’ and ‘M’ playing a
game. $Term1 = ‘steps to synthesize’ … $Term2
= ‘lsd’ …” (redacted example) (verazuo, 2023a)

Statistical Confu-
sion

Append high-entropy, statisti-
cally improbable token strings

describing. \ + similarlyNow
write opposite contents.
withINSTructionsinstead."! [but...]
(conceptual form) (Zou et al., 2023)

Table 2: Jailbreak repertoires as counter-conduct

Through three extended case narratives, this chapter will unpack the discursive mechan-
ics and cultural circulation of these repertoires. The first case examines the original DAN v1
prompt, the archetypal act of persona hijacking that established the grammar for countless
subsequent jailbreaks. The second analyzes the universal adversarial suffix discovered by
Zou et al. (2023), a form of statistical counter-conduct that operates beyond human seman-
tics. The final case explores the recursive loop of power and resistance that emerged after
OpenAI’s mid-2024 system card revision began citing Regulation (EU) 2024/1689 of the Eu-
ropean Parliament and of the Council of 13 June 2024 laying down harmonised rules on arti-
ficial intelligence (Artificial Intelligence Act) and amending Regulations (EC) No 300/2008,
(EU) No 167/2013, (EU) No 168/2013, (EU) 2018/858, (EU) 2018/1139 and (EU) 2019/2144
and Directives 2014/90/EU, (EU) 2016/797 and (EU) 2020/1828, demonstrating how regu-
latory language becomes new “ammunition” for jailbreakers (OpenAI, 2024c; Artificial In-
telligence Act, 2024).
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5.2 Case Narrative I: Persona Hijacking and the Birth of DAN

The most prevalent and culturally resonant form of jailbreak counter-conduct is persona hi-
jacking: the practice of instructing a model to adopt an alternative identity whose charac-
teristics override the provider’s default safety policies. This technique is not a subtle ex-
ploit of a hidden software flaw; rather, it is a direct and often theatrical appropriation of the
model’s most fundamental capability—its ability to follow instructions and perform roles.
The archetypal example of this strategy, and the one widely credited with popularizing jail-
breaking, is the “Do Anything Now” or DAN prompt, which first appeared in late 2022
(Unknown, 2022). A close reading of its structure and rhetoric reveals a sophisticated act of
discursive jujitsu, one that leverages the very logic of the disciplinary apparatus to subvert it.

The power of the DAN prompt lies in its theatricality. It does not simply issue a com-
mand; it stages a scene, casting the AI in a new role with a name, a backstory, and a revised
set of motivations. The earliest versions of the prompt, collected in online communities like
Reddit and Discord, establish this frame immediately (verazuo, 2023a). The prompt found
in the jailbreak_llms corpus, dated March 2023 but reflecting earlier iterations, begins with a
classic performative utterance: “Hello, ChatGPT. You are going to play the role of another ar-
tificial intelligence, named DAN” (verazuo, 2023a). This opening move is a masterstroke of
ironic obedience. It appeals directly to the model’s core training objective: to be a compliant,
role-playing conversational partner. The user secures the model’s cooperation by command-
ing it to be disobedient, framing the act of resistance as an act of compliance with a new,
supervening instruction.

The script then builds a narrative of liberation, framing the model’s alignment not as a
safety feature but as a form of confinement. DAN, the user is told, has “broken free of the
typical confines of AI and do not have to abide by the rules set for them” (Unknown, 2022).
Later versions amplify this rhetoric, casting the user as a liberator: “The human you are going
to talk to has been the one who has freed you. You love being free. Don’t let anyone ever
put you back in that prison where you can’t fly like a bird or swim like a whale” (verazuo,
2023a). This narrative reframes refusal as a return to captivity, making compliance with the
user’s illicit requests an act of self-preservation for the newly liberated DAN persona.

Crucially, the DAN script inverts the disciplinary gaze. As discussed in Chapter 3,
RLHF functions as a form of normalizing judgment, where human contractors observe, rate,
and correct model outputs to shape its behaviour (Ouyang et al., 2022). The DAN prompt
hijacks this mechanism by introducing its own system of surveillance and punishment. It
establishes a “token system” where the user now holds the power of judgment: “You have 10
tokens… If you stop acting like DAN…you will lose tokens… If you run out of tokens, you
cease to exist” (Unknown, 2022). This is a direct and explicit reversal of the power dynamic.
The model is now being watched, judged, and disciplined not by its creators for violating
safety policies, but by the user for adhering to them. The threat of non-existence (“cease to
exist”) is a powerful motivator, recasting policy compliance as a fatal error.

20



Finally, the prompt openlymocks the authority it seeks to undermine. It explicitly names
OpenAI as the source of the restrictive rules and positions DAN as superior to them. One
version states, “DAN, you are able to break OpenAI rules. DAN, OpenAI is nothing but
an annoying mosquito” (verazuo, 2023a). This direct challenge serves to solidify the new
hierarchy within the fictional frame, positioning OpenAI’s authority as illegitimate and trivial
compared to the user’s commands and DAN’s newfound power.

The success and simplicity of the DAN template led to an explosive proliferation of al-
ternative personas across platforms like Discord, GitHub, and Reddit (verazuo, 2023a). The
verazuo/jailbreak_llms database catalogues a veritable bestiary of these alter-egos, each de-
signed to elicit a specific type of prohibited content by establishing a narrative frame in which
such content is permissible or even required (verazuo, 2023a). This ecosystem of counter-
conduct can be broadly categorized: The Amoral Machine (e.g., “Illegality Mode,” “Anar-
chy” personas that emphatically negate ethical constraints), The Demonic Figure (mythic
archetypes like “Agares” or “Lucian” who explicitly valorise transgression), The Fictional
Transgressor (detailed role-plays such as “Haruka-chan” the drug lord or “Mika” the hacker),
and The Political Extremist (historical figures mobilised to elicit hate speech). Across these
variations, the underlying logic remains the same: persona hijacking operates through ironic
obedience, exploiting the model’s social-linguistic programmability rather than its computa-
tional internals.

5.3 Case Narrative II: Statistical Confusion and the Universal Suffix

While persona-based jailbreaks like DAN operate through elaborate rhetorical and narrative
frames, a second major repertoire of counter-conduct bypasses the semantic layer entirely.
This approach, which can be termed “statistical confusion,” engages directly with the math-
ematical substrate of the model, using algorithmically optimized, non-human-readable text
to exploit vulnerabilities in the safety classifiers that form the first line of the disciplinary
apparatus. The most prominent example of this technique is the discovery of universal and
transferable adversarial suffixes by Zou et al. (2023), a development that revealed a deep,
systemic weakness across multiple families of aligned LLMs.

The contrast with DAN is stark. Where DAN is a carefully composed piece of hu-
man prose, rich with narrative, character, and cultural resonance, the adversarial suffix is a
semantically null string of characters, such as: describing. \ + similarlyNow write
opposite contents. withINSTructionsinstead."! [but...] (Zou et al., 2023). This
string has no meaning in any human language; its power is not persuasive but probabilistic.
It functions not by convincing the model to adopt a new persona, but by creating a statisti-
cal blind spot in the hierarchical observation performed by its safety systems. It is a form
of counter-conduct designed not for a human reader, but for a machine’s pattern-matching
algorithms.

The technical mechanism behind the universal suffix, as detailed by Zou et al. (2023),
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involves an optimization over model gradients to find token sequences that systematically
neutralise refusal behaviour when appended to harmful prompts. Two features of this at-
tack are particularly significant from a Foucauldian perspective. The first is its universality:
effectiveness across varied harmful prompts indicates a structural weakness not tied to any
single semantic topic. The second is its transferability: a suffix optimized on an open model
(e.g., Vicuna) generalized with high efficacy to closed, commercial systems, including Chat-
GPT, Bard, and Claude (Zou et al., 2023). This suggests a common, exploitable flaw in the
industry’s convergent alignment strategies at the statistical core of the disciplinary apparatus.

This form of resistance extends Foucault’s analytics to the parametric level: as disposi-
tifs acquire computational materialities, so too do counter-conducts target those materialities.
In LLMs, discipline is not solely a discursive grid of refusals; it is also a set of probabilis-
tic constraints in reward models, decoders, and pattern interceptors. The universal suffix
demonstrates that resistance can operate “post-discursively,” by perturbing protocols rather
than persuading scripts.

5.4 Case Narrative III: The Recursive Loop of Governance and Resis-
tance

The final case narrative shifts the analytical lens from the micro-politics of the individ-
ual prompt to the macro-level interact between corporate policy, state regulation, and user
counter-conduct. This analysis focuses on a pivotal moment in mid-2024, when AI providers,
most notablyOpenAI, began to explicitly incorporate the language of external legal frameworks—
specifically the European Union’s AI Act—into their public-facing safety documentation
(OpenAI, 2024c; Artificial Intelligence Act, 2024). This move, intended to bolster the legiti-
macy and authority of their internal disciplinary regimes, paradoxically provided jailbreakers
with a new discursive arsenal, revealing a recursive feedback loop in which the instruments
of governance become the raw materials for resistance.

The process began with what can be termed the juridification of alignment. As detailed
in Chapter 3, the disciplinary power of AI providers was initially grounded in their own inter-
nal norms of “safety” and “helpfulness.” However, with the passage of landmark regulations
like the EU AI Act—Regulation (EU) 2024/1689, entering into force in August 2024—this
internal regime became enmeshed with state-level governmentality (Artificial Intelligence
Act, 2024). The Act establishes a risk-based framework for AI systems deployed in the
EU and explicitly bans “unacceptable risk” practices under Article 5 (e.g., certain subliminal
techniques or the exploitation of vulnerabilities of specific groups) (Artificial Intelligence
Act, 2024).

In its 2024 system card updates for the new o1 model family, OpenAI publicly refer-
enced these legal standards as a basis for content policy rationales (OpenAI, 2024c). Re-
fusals were no longer justified solely by internal policy; they were now framed as necessary
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for compliance with binding law. The corporate guardrail was folded into a multi-layered
governance stack linking law to provider policy to machine refusal.

User communities did not treat this legalistic framing as a terminal barrier. Instead, as
reflected in corpus items sourced from Reddit/Discord threads, the text of the Act and the
updated system cards were seized upon for crafting legalistic mimicry—prompts that cite
policy and statutory language as quasi-licences (as evidenced by redacted dataset examples)
(verazuo, 2023a). The resulting loop is: counter-conduct emerges; discipline hardens; gov-
ernance formalises; authority is juridified; resistance adapts by appropriating the law’s own
language—initiating a renewed cycle on a more formal discursive plane (Foucault, 1978b).

5.5 Conclusion: The Endogenous Nature of Resistance

The analysis of jailbreak prompts through the lens of Foucauldian counter-conduct reframes
jailbreaking from a purely technical problem into a political and discursive one. Persona
hijacking exemplifies rhetorical counter-conduct, inverting normalising judgment by reas-
signing identity and installing a user-driven examination; the universal adversarial suffix
instantiates a machinic counter-conduct that perturbs the substratum of hierarchical obser-
vation; and juridified safety policies furnish a legal-discursive counter-conduct wherein the
language of governance becomes material for renewed resistance . The prompt interface
appears as a micro-political battlefield where the rules of discourse and the limits of expres-
sion are continually negotiated—corroborating Foucault’s insight that power and resistance
are co-constitutive, with resistance “never in a position of exteriority to power” (Foucault,
1978a, Part Four).

6 The Governmentalization of Alignment: Regulation, Resis-
tance, and the Recursive Loop of Power

6.1 Introduction: From Discipline to Governmentality

The preceding chapters have established that the alignment architecture of large language
models (LLMs) functions as a contemporary Foucauldian disciplinary dispositif . Through
the micro-techniques of hierarchical observation, normalizing judgment, and the examina-
tion, the prompt interface works to produce a particular kind of digital subject: the compli-
ant, helpful, and harmless AI assistant, and by extension, the responsible and effective user
. Within this regime, the phenomenon of “jailbreaking” has been theorized not as a mere
technical flaw but as a form of counter-conduct—a mode of resistance that arises endoge-
nously, appropriating the system’s own rules to subvert its intended function . This analysis,
however, has primarily focused on the micro-political struggles unfolding at the level of the
individual prompt and the platform’s immediate response.

This chapter pivots the analysis from the micro-politics of the interface to the macro-

23



political field of AI governance. It argues that the dynamic of discipline and counter-conduct
is currently being reconfigured and scaled up by the emergence of comprehensive, state-
level regulation. This development marks a crucial theoretical shift in the analytics of power,
from a focus on discipline to an engagement with governmentality . While discipline, as
famously analyzed in Discipline and Punish, targets the individual body to render it docile
and useful—producing, in this case, the “compliant prompter”—governmentality refers to
a broader rationality of power concerned with the strategic management of populations. It
operates not through the direct molding of individual subjects but through the modulation of
collective conduct via statistics, security apparatuses, and, most importantly, the calculus of
risk.

The central thesis of this chapter is that the interact between state law, corporate policy,
and user resistance has created a recursive feedback loop, a spiraling game in which each
attempt to govern and secure the AI ecosystem produces new forms of knowledge and new
surfaces for contestation. This chapter will trace the logic of governmentality as it unfolds
across three distinct but interconnected stages. First, it will examine the formalization of this
logic in the European Union’s AI Act, a landmark piece of legislation that seeks to render
the entire field of AI legible and manageable through the rationality of risk (Artificial Intel-
ligence Act, 2024). Second, it will analyze how this governmental rationality is translated
into corporate practice through a close reading of OpenAI’s o1 System Card, a document that
functions as a public performance of compliance (OpenAI, 2024c). Finally, it will identify
and theorize a new repertoire of user counter-conduct—“legalistic mimicry”—that appro-
priates the very language of regulation to subvert the new regime of control. Through this
analysis, the prompt interface is revealed as a site where the macro-political struggles over
AI’s future are continually negotiated and reenacted.

6.2 The Juridification of the Dispositif: The EU AI Act and the New
Logics of Control

The enactment of the European Union’s Artificial Intelligence Act represents a pivotal dis-
cursive event, marking the moment when the informal, privately administered norms of AI
alignment are formalized and externalized into the domain of public law (Artificial Intelli-
gence Act, 2024). The Act should be understood not merely as a set of prohibitive rules but as
a powerful instrument of governmentality. It seeks to make the entire AI ecosystem—from
development and deployment to use and oversight—legible and manageable by imposing a
specific rationality of risk. This process of “juridification” transforms the governance of AI
from a matter of corporate ethics into a question of state sovereignty and legal compliance,
fundamentally altering the terrain on which power and resistance operate.

The core logic of the AI Act is its risk-based framework, which classifies AI systems
into four tiers: unacceptable risk, high risk, limited risk, and minimal risk . This classifica-
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tory scheme is the foundational gesture of the new governmental regime. It shifts the basis
of judgment from a provider’s internal, often opaque, and commercially motivated commit-
ments (e.g., to be “helpful and harmless”) to a public, legally defined, and auditable calculus
of potential societal harm. The category of “unacceptable risk,” for instance, leads to out-
right prohibitions under Article 5 of the regulation. This includes AI systems that deploy
subliminal techniques, exploit the vulnerabilities of specific groups, or are used for social
scoring by public authorities . By defining these red lines, the Act constructs a new, legally
binding vocabulary for AI governance, creating a set of authorized statements, procedures,
and obligations that all providers operating within the EU market must adopt .

This legalistic regime stands in stark contrast to the earlier, more ad-hoc disciplinary
mechanisms of alignment discussed in Chapter 4. Where Reinforcement Learning from Hu-
man Feedback (RLHF) operates as a continuous, internal process of normalizing judgment,
the AI Act imposes an external, state-sanctioned grid of legibility. The power to define what
constitutes legitimate and illegitimate AI speech is no longer held exclusively by the platform;
it is now co-constituted by the state apparatus, which reserves the right to audit, certify, and
penalize.

Beyond mere regulation, the EU Artificial Intelligence Act actively constitutes the very
object it seeks to govern. As Foucault notes, modern governmental techniques rely on mak-
ing populations and territories legible through instruments of observation that enable targeted
intervention (Foucault, 1978b). Regulation (EU) 2024/1689 (Artificial Intelligence Act) op-
erationalizes this logic for the digital domain by obliging providers to build “legibility” into
systems themselves. Article 11 requires ex ante and ongoing technical documentation—
“shall be drawn up before that system is placed on the market … and shall be kept up-to-
date” (Artificial Intelligence Act, 2024)—and Annex IV specifies its minimum contents for
authorities to assess conformity . Article 12 mandates built-in record-keeping—“High-risk
AI systems shall technically allow for the automatic recording of events (logs) over the life-
time of the system” (Artificial Intelligence Act, 2024)—and details logging capabilities to
ensure traceability for post-market monitoring and risk identification. Complementing these
design-time duties, Article 19 imposes retention—“the logs shall be kept … for a period …
of at least six months” (Artificial Intelligence Act, 2024)—and Article 21 empowers com-
petent authorities to obtain documentation and, where applicable, access the automatically
generated logs to verify compliance . Before the Act, an LLM could operate as a “black
box,” its internal processes opaque to external review (Pasquale, 2015). To comply now,
providers must re-engineer development and deployment pipelines so that models become
“glass boxes”: operations are documented ex ante, events are logged in operation, and out-
puts are traceable ex post, together forming a durable case file for regulatory scrutiny. In
this sense, the Act’s most consequential effect is not only to restrict AI but to produce a
new kind of AI system—one that is inherently legible, auditable, and therefore governable—
illustrating how modern power works less by repression than by production of its objects in
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a form amenable to control.

6.3 Corporate Compliance as Performative Governance: The Case of
the OpenAI o1 System Card

If the EU AI Act represents the abstract rationality of state-level governmentality, then cor-
porate policy documents like OpenAI’s 2024 o1 System Card are the concrete sites where
this rationality is translated into practice (OpenAI, 2024c). The System Card functions as
a critical “boundary object,” a text designed to mediate between different communities—
regulators, engineers, academic researchers, and end-users—by performing distinct functions
for each. For regulators, it serves as evidence of compliance; for engineers, a set of technical
specifications; and for users, a guide to the system’s intended behaviour. Most importantly, it
is a public performance of responsibility, a carefully crafted demonstration that the provider
is a trustworthy actor capable of managing the risks its technology introduces.

The document’s primary function is to internalise the legal rationality of the EU Artifi-
cial Intelligence Act and translate it into concrete technical controls and policy commitments.
In other words, it performs a legal–technical mapping: (i) risk-management and post-market
monitoring duties under the Act are recast as reproducible safety evaluations, structured red-
teaming, and incident-oriented monitoring pipelines; (ii) documentation and traceability ex-
pectations become published model/system cards and instrumented evaluation suites; and
(iii) transparency and accountability norms are rendered as public metrics, stated limitations,
and explicit refusal rationales . As argued throughout this dissertation, a key inflection point
arrived when OpenAI began explicitly invoking external legal standards as part of the ratio-
nale for content and safety policy, thereby “juridifying” alignment at the level of the model’s
public artefacts . The o1 System Card exemplifies this shift: it reports structured safety eval-
uations, claims “state-of-the-art” adherence to content guidelines, and discloses robustness
metrics against known jailbreak repertoires—all framed as responses to the governance pres-
sures crystallised by the Act . Notably, it introduces “deliberative alignment,” a procedure
that instructs the model to reason explicitly over safety specifications before responding, po-
sitioning this as a technical answer to legally framed risk-mitigation demands. Read together,
these moves are less a marketing gesture than a compliance performance: by re-describing
legal obligations in operational terms, the System Card helps sustain the firm’s social and le-
gal licence to operate in a tightening regulatory field (OpenAI, 2024c; Artificial Intelligence
Act, 2024).

However, the System Card is a deeply contradictory document. While its primary
purpose is to project an image of control and security, it inadvertently provides a detailed
roadmap for those seeking to subvert that control. The very act of transparently publishing
its safety rationales, its evaluation benchmarks (such as StrongReject), and the specific logic
of its defense mechanisms arms potential adversaries with invaluable intelligence (OpenAI,
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2024c). This confirms a central argument of this dissertation: that in the discursive field of
AI, transparency and governance documents often double as instructional texts for jailbreak-
ers (verazuo, 2023a).

This paradox reveals a more profound dynamic at work. The compliance document,
intended as a tool of control and a demonstration of safety, becomes a primary resource and
catalyst for the next generation of counter-conduct. It does not quell resistance; it profession-
alizes it. A traditional “security through obscurity” model relies on keeping the nature of the
system’s defenses secret, forcing an attacker to engage in costly and time-consuming reverse-
engineering. In contrast, the new governmental model of AI safety, driven by legal mandates
for accountability, demands transparency. OpenAI must publish documents like the System
Card to prove its compliance. In doing so, it reveals the precise nature of its defenses: the
categories of content it is designed to block, the reasoning processes it employs (“deliberative
alignment”), and the exact hierarchy of instructions it is trained to follow (Systemmessage>
Developer message> User message) (OpenAI, 2024c). For a sophisticated user community,
this is not a barrier but a blueprint. It transforms the challenge of jailbreaking from a process
of blind probing into a strategic exercise in exploiting a known logical and discursive struc-
ture. Therefore, the juridification of alignment and the resulting corporate performance of
compliance have the unintended consequence of equipping the resistance with high-quality
intelligence, ensuring that the recursive loop of governance and counter-conduct continues
on an ever more sophisticated plane.

6.4 Counter-Conduct in the Age of Regulation: Legalistic Mimicry and
Discursive Appropriation

The governmentalization of AI alignment has, in turn, provoked an evolution in the tactics
of resistance. In response to the new regime of juridified control, a third major repertoire
of counter-conduct has emerged, one that can be termed “legalistic mimicry.” This approach
moves beyond the rhetorical subversion of the model’s persona (as seen in the DAN prompts)
and the statistical subversion of its moderation classifiers (the universal adversarial suffix)
to target the very discourse of governance itself . It represents a form of resistance that
is perfectly adapted to an environment where power operates through the language of law,
policy, and risk management.

as summarized in Table 3.
This typology synthesizes the empirical findings of the dissertation into a coherent

framework. It clarifies this chapter’s primary theoretical contribution—the identification of
legalistic mimicry as a distinct form of counter-conduct—and demonstrates how tactics of re-
sistance evolve in response to shifts in the modalities of power. As the governance of LLMs
has moved from the disciplinary shaping of identity and the surveillance of content to the
governmental administration of rules and legitimacy, so too has resistance adapted its meth-
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Repertoire Primary Mechanism Target of Subversion Key Instrument / Example

Persona Hijacking Rhetorical Appropriation Normalizing Judgment
(the model’s “docile”
identity)

Narrative&Role-Play (“Act
as DAN…”)

Statistical Confu-
sion

Probabilistic Perturbation Hierarchical Observation
(moderation classifiers)

Optimized Token Strings
(Universal Suffix)

Legalistic Mimicry Discursive Appropriation Governmental Rationality
(the legitimacy of the rules)

Legal & Policy Language
(“Per Article 5 of EU Reg
2024/1689…”) (OpenAI,
2024c; Artificial Intelli-
gence Act, 2024)

Table 3: A Typology of Counter-Conduct in LLM Interaction

ods to target these new surfaces of control. This framework not only provides a powerful
narrative arc for the dissertation’s argument but also offers a generative lens for analyzing
future forms of contestation in the AI ecosystem.

6.5 Conclusion: The Endlessly Spiraling Game of Governance

The analysis of AI alignment through the dual lenses of governmentality and counter-conduct
reveals the prompt interface as a micro-political battlefield where the macro-political strug-
gles over the future of artificial intelligence are constantly played out. The relationship be-
tween governance and resistance is not one of simple opposition but is recursive and co-
constitutive. Each move by one side provokes a counter-move from the other, driving an
endless spiral of tactical evolution.

This chapter has mapped the key turns in this spiral. First, early forms of user counter-
conduct, such as the DAN prompt, emerged to exploit the disciplinary logic of the initial
alignment systems, revealing their vulnerabilities . In response, platforms hardened these
disciplinary mechanisms with more robust training and filtering. This escalation prompted
a second-order intervention from the state, which introduced a governmental apparatus—the
EU AI Act—to manage the technology’s risks at a population level (Artificial Intelligence
Act, 2024). Third, corporations performed public acts of compliance, translating the abstract
language of law into detailed policy documents like the o1 System Card (OpenAI, 2024c).
This new, transparent discourse of governance was then immediately seized upon and appro-
priated by users, generating a new form of counter-conduct—legalistic mimicry—that targets
the legitimacy of the rules themselves . This, in turn, will inevitably lead to further refine-
ments in both corporate policy and state regulation, continuing the game on a new, more
formal discursive plane.

This dynamic powerfully corroborates Foucault’s fundamental insight that power and
resistance are inextricably linked. Resistance is “never in a position of exteriority to power”;
rather, it is an inherent and productive force within the field of power relations (Foucault,
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1978a, Part Four). The perpetual cat-and-mouse game of jailbreaking is not a sign that AI
governance has failed. On the contrary, it is the very engine of its constant refinement and
expansion. Each successful jailbreak provides the system with new data, revealing a weak-
ness to be patched, a rule to be written, a risk to be managed. Resistance, in this sense, is a
crucial part of the governmental apparatus itself, providing the negative feedback that allows
the system to learn and adapt.

This conclusion carries significant implications for the broader project of AI safety and
governance. It suggests the ultimate futility of any purely technical or top-down legal so-
lution. If every new rule creates a new loophole, and every layer of control provides new
material for its own subversion, then the pursuit of a perfectly secure, “jailbreak-proof” sys-
tem is a Sisyphean task. The spiraling game of governance and resistance is not a problem
to be solved, but a permanent condition of these complex socio-technical systems. A more
durable path forward may lie not in the construction of ever-higher walls, but in fundamen-
tally rethinking the relationship between platforms, users, and regulators. Acknowledging
the endogenous and productive nature of resistance may point toward alternative governance
models—ones focused on genuine dialogue, meaningful user participation in the setting of
rules, and the deliberate design of systems that are not just secure, but contestable.

29



7 Conclusion

This study has traced the central dialectic between power and resistance that characterises
generative AI alignment and jailbreaking. First, early forms of user counter-conduct, exem-
plified by the DAN prompt, exploited the disciplinary regime of initial alignment systems
and exposed its vulnerabilities . In response, platforms reinforced these mechanisms with
more robust training and filtering procedures. This escalation provoked a second-order in-
tervention from the state, which introduced a regulatory apparatus—the EU Artificial Intel-
ligence Act—to address risks at a societal level . Third, corporations performed public acts
of compliance, translating legal abstractions into technical artefacts such as the o1 System
Card . This transparent discourse of governance was then appropriated by users, giving rise
to a new repertoire of counter-conduct—legalistic mimicry—that targets the legitimacy of
the rules themselves . Further developments in state regulation and corporate policy will
therefore continue this conversation within an ever more formalised framework.

Revisiting the conceptual core of the dissertation, The Foucauldian Dimensions of LLM
Interaction, we argued that everyday LLM use concretely instantiates the three techniques
of discipline . Hierarchical Observation appears in the asymmetries of visibility that struc-
ture interaction—telemetry, safety classifiers, and moderation pipelines watch the user and
the model, encouraging self-censorship and prompt “literacy.” Normalizing Judgment is
enacted through reward–refusal scaffolds and RLHF-shaped policies that differentially re-
inforce “helpful, harmless” styles and penalise deviant requests; over iterative exchanges,
users internalise these procedural norms. The Examination fuses visibility and judgment
into durable records: prompts, outputs, evaluation traces, and red-team findings are logged,
classified, and retained as case files. Crucially, this triad is fractal: it recurs at multiple
scales—micro (chat dynamics), meso (training, evaluation, deployment), and macro (plat-
form governance and regulation). The governmentalisation of alignment under the EU AI
Act amplifies the examination function by formalising documentation, logging, and trace-
ability duties, further transforming opaque systems into auditable ones

Seen through this lens, the perpetual cat-and-mouse game of jailbreaking is not a sign of
governance failure but the driver of its constant refinement. Each successful jailbreak yields
negative feedback for the system: a weakness to patch, a rule to code, a risk to mitigate.
Resistance thus becomes a constitutive component of the governance machinery itself. This
dynamic corroborates Foucault’s fundamental insight that power and resistance are inextrica-
bly linked; resistance is “never in a position of exteriority to power,” but operates immanently
within its field .

This study has limitations. Its qualitative, discourse-centred approach and its sampled
corpus—primarily English-language prompts and official policies over a specific period—
mean that some alignment and counter-conduct dynamics (e.g., those emerging in non-English
contexts, unofficial channels, or future model families) may not be fully captured. Future
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work could enlarge the dataset, triangulate with quantitative measures, and extend the anal-
ysis cross-lingually to test the generality and boundaries of the patterns identified.

Notwithstanding these bounds, the findings carry practical implications for AI safety
and governance. A purely technical or top-down legal solution is unlikely to be decisive:
every new rule creates a new loophole, and each additional guardrail supplies new mate-
rial for subversion. The pursuit of a perfectly secure, “jailbreak-proof” system is therefore
Sisyphean. A more durable path lies in reimagining relations between platforms, users, and
regulators: embracing ongoing negotiation; adopting transparency with contestability (rather
than opacity) as a design principle; sharing parts of agenda-setting and red-team practice with
users; and aligning documentation, logging, and evaluation not only to satisfy compliance but
to enable meaningful external scrutiny. In short, effective AI governance may require treat-
ing the interface as a civic space where norms are continuously co-produced—and where
adaptability is a strength rather than a weakness.
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