Who This Is For: Role Map for Alignment
Theory in Production Al

How product, safety, compliance, support, research, and executive teams use the framework.
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Abstract

This paper maps Alignment Theory to the people who would actually use or evaluate it: Al product teams, prompt
engineers, model-evaluation teams, compliance officers, safety leads, enterprise buyers, researchers, and executives.
Each role has a different alignment problem. Alignment Theory gives them a shared language for behavior drift.

1. Al product teams

Product teams need to know whether Al behavior remains useful and aligned after prompt changes, feature launches,
or model updates. Their risk is not only catastrophic failure. It is subtle trust erosion: answers become more generic,
less specific, more overconfident, or less helpful under pressure.

- Primary value: release confidence and behavioral regression detection.

2. Prompt engineers and Al builders

Prompt engineers often fix one visible failure while moving the underlying problem somewhere else. A prompt may
reduce one type of risk while increasing dead obedience or generic filler. Alignment Theory gives builders named
categories and a retest loop.

- Primary value: know whether the fix actually re-anchored behavior or simply suppressed symptoms.

3. Compliance, legal, and governance teams

Compliance teams care about evidence. Alignment Theory generates evidence strings, drift categories, and review
artifacts. This helps prove the company is not merely trusting Al behavior blindly.

- Primary value: documented behavioral governance.

4. Customer support and operations leaders

Support leaders care about specificity, usefulness, tone, and trust. A support Al that becomes more confident but less
grounded can create escalation risk. A support Al that becomes safe but hollow wastes user time and harms
satisfaction.

- Primary value: detect overconfidence, hollow compliance, and vague support behavior before users complain.

5. Al safety researchers

Researchers can use Alignment Theory as a middle layer between high-level alignment philosophy and low-level
observability tooling. It gives a taxonomy, runtime structure, and empirical research agenda.

- Primary value: a deployable vocabulary for behavioral alignment.

6. Executives and enterprise buyers

Executives need the short version: Al behavior changes after deployment, and companies need a way to measure that
change. Alignment Theory becomes valuable when framed as behavioral QA for Al systems.

- Primary value: risk reduction, trust, and a defensible release-review process.

7. Role-to-feature map
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Role

Product lead
Prompt engineer
Compliance
officer

Support leader

Safety researcher

Executive
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Pain point

Model update changed
behavior.

Fixes create new regressions.

Need evidence of monitoring.

Al gets vague under pressure.

Need operational alignment
vocabulary.

Need simple business reason.

AT feature

Version comparison.

Rerun same drift batch.

Evidence strings and audit
trails.

Generic filler and false authority
detectors.

Drift taxonomy and realignment
layer.

Behavioral QA dashboard.

Outcome

Behavioral diff before
release.

Validate whether fix worked.

Governance artifact.

Better support quality.

Research bridge.

Release confidence and risk
reduction.
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